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INTRODUCTION 


There are lew people in the world indifferent 
to the profound changes now taking place in 
international relations. News spreads at light- 
ning speed in this modern age, and is discussed 
in almost every home and in every family. 
Never before has mankind been involved in such 
a discussion, genuinely universal and world- 
wide, on matters concerning the consolidation 
of peace and establishment of broad internatio- 
nal co-operation. 

It has become easier to breathe in the world. 
You can hear people say this everywhere on the 
globe. And people justly connect this change in 
the world political climate with the peace initia- 
tives launched over the last years by the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries. 

On the other hand, there are some people who 
sound a note of discord. They are trying to cast 
aspersions on the policy of the socialist coun- 
tries; they are dissatisfied with the detente, and 
indulge in gloomy forecasts. 

There are outright militarist forces, still hop- 
ing to resolve the historic dispute between im- 
perialism and socialism by war. 

Some people in the West still believe that if 
“proper pressure 11 is brought to bear on the so- 
cialist countries, they will surrender and accept 
any terms dictated to them. 

Others — and these are more numerous — attack 
international detente, claiming that it gives uni- 
lateral advantages to the socialist countries. To 
them the policy of consolidating peace is some- 
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thing of a trap. “Beware of the Soviet Union's 
foreign policy initiatives,” they clamour, without 
bothering to supply any proof, “or tomorrow 
you will be paying a dear price for today's 
peace,” Thus speak those who are bent on 
hindering the efforts to improve the internatio- 
nal political climate. 

Just a short while ago people were being inti- 
midated with the threat of war that the Soviet 
Union allegedly posed. Now they are being 
frightened with the threat of peace. 

The Peking leaders have also joined this cho- 
rus of the imperialist advocates of international 
confrontation. They are also ascribing would-be 
selfish, treacherous schemes to the Soviet Union 
and the other fraternal countries. In so doing 
they often harp upon old strings, frightening the 
capitalist West with the threat of Soviet mili- 
tary attack. 

It is certainly the height of absurdity to see 
the people who consider themselves Communists 
going out of their way to protect the capitalist 
powers whose security is not endangered by 
anyone. And it is very strange, to say the least, to 
hear Peking calling on the US administration to 
maintain their troops in Asia or Europe so that 
an “equilibrium” could be preserved. 

However strange, it is a fact that China is now 
the only state whose leaders’ official programme 
is to sabotage all the positive changes that have 
been taking place in world relations. The Peking 
leaders have their own “special stand” on any 
major world problem, whether it be disarma- 
ment, the prevention of nuclear war, the nor- 
malization in Europe, improvements in Soviet- 
American relations, the Middle East political set- 
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tlemenl or the consolidation of security in Asia. 
True, there appears to be nothing “special” 
about this stand if we compare it with what the 
most reactionary militarists write and talk about. 
Fortunately, however, these latter no longer 
exert a decisive influence on the policies of their 
respective states, though they still hope to re- 
gain their old position. 

Of course, the Peking leaders pursue their 
own selfish interests. They feel that in a world 
torn asunder by inter-state conflicts it would be 
easier for them to operate their hegemonic great 
power policy, and find allies to carry out their 
chauvinistic schemes, whip up differences and 
pose as self-styled arbiters wherever they could 
count on making political capital. Foul aims lead 
to foul means. As a result, there is a striking si- 
milarity in the actions of the Mao group and the 
imperialist, militarist forces. 

This kinship has become particularly notice- 
able over the past few years since Peking has 
stripped its propaganda statements of their 
tawdry ultra-revolutionary phraseology. There 
was a time when Peking tried to justify its stand 
by claiming that international tension was a 
good thing, helping to forward the revolutionary 
struggle. The “masterminds” in Peking called on 
the workers in the capitalist countries to vote 
for such candidates who advocated a policy of 
international military confrontation. They claim- 
ed that the revolutionary struggle would be the 
more successful the greater world tension, and 
the closer mankind came to war. 

This dubious propaganda scheme of Peking 
has now gone up in smoke. It has become ob- 
vious that the Mao group advocates world ten- 
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sion only in two spheres: in its relations with the 
Soviet Union and socialist countries friendly to 
it, and in relation to the development of the con- 
tacts of these countries with the capitalist 
world. As to its own inter-state ties with capi- 
talist countries, Peking is taking great care to 
preserve and develop them. In other words, the 
Maoist leaders favour “selective” detente, a de- 
tente that would not infringe on their interests 
while undermining the international position of 
the Soviet Union and the other socialist coun- 
tries. 

There is yet another variety of “critique” 
aimed at the socialist countries’ foreign policy. 
Namely those who attack the Soviet foreign po- 
licy initiatives from a pseudo-Leftist, supposedly 
revolutionary position. Such people are also 
doing their utmost to prevent the current im- 
provement in the political climate from becom- 
ing established irreversibly. 

The Trotskyists are particularly active in this 
respect. There are few of them, but they claim 
there is something “conceptual” in their attacks 
on the socialist countries’ foreign policy. The 
reactionary press in the imperialist countries is 
only willing to take up Trotskyist arguments 
and strange as it may seem has of late been 
speculating a good deal as to whether the fore- 
ign policy of the socialist countries is class- 
oriented and Marxist-Leninist. This is really 
only logical. The reactionary press, not limiting 
itself to direct attacks, is using every loophole 
to mislead the people interested in Marxist-Le- 
ninist ideas and sympathizing with the socialist 
countries, as to the latter's foreign policy as a 
whole or as to some of its aspects. Thus when 
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the Trotskyists denigrate the socialist countries’ 
foreign policy, it is as if they were seeking to 
justify the attention paid them by the anti-Com- 
munists. 

Over the past few years the Trotskyist groups 
have been stepping up their activity among those 
students and intellectuals who are being 
drawn into political struggle and are attracted 
by ultra-Leftist phraseology. These students and 
intellectuals accept the Trotskyist tenet, that the 
foreign policy of the socialist countries hampers 
the development of the revolutionary struggle. 
And since these sections tend to be pessimistic 
about the prospects for struggle, they are sus- 
ceptible to all kinds of adventurist theories, such 
as the promise of world revolution overnight, at 
one stroke. As often as not they believe that 
whipping up international tension is the short- 
est way to victory over imperialism. 

The Trotskyists are also working on the sen- 
timents of some of the activists in the anti-mo- 
nopoly movement in the advanced capitalist 
countries. In these countries far from everybody 
realizes that support for some of the aspects of 
their governments’ foreign policy does not ex- 
clude struggle by the working people for their 
vital economic and political rights. The Trots- 
kyists are trying to make use of this, too, culti- 
vating distrust of the socialist countries and 
their foreign policy. 

In other words, the Trotskyists are taking ad- 
vantage of the difficulties inevitable in this cru- 
cial period of transition from the cold war to the 
relaxation of international tension. In such pe- 
riods the inertia of the past is frequently felt. 
And it is not always easy to assess correctly the 
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new phenomena and the trends which are just 
beginning to develop. 

Moreover, the Trotskyists, posing as Marxists, 
are working among those who. because of in- 
sufficient political experience, are not always 
able to tell the counterfeit from the original, a 
pseudo-revolutionary from a genuine. To expose 
the true worth of Trotskyism paves the way for 
these people subsequently joining the consistent- 
ly revolutionary movement, led by proven Marx- 
ists. the Communist and Workers* Parties, that 
works for peace, socialism and democracy. 

Therefore, no matter how weak Trotskyism 
might be, the Communists, while explaining the 
humanitarian and genuinely revolutionary na- 
ture of the socialist countries’ foreign policy, 
never overlook the attacks of this doctrine. They 
show the motives behind the Trotskyist cam- 
paign of slander against the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries. They tear the revolu- 
tionary mask off those who with their every 
action are virtually playing into the hands of 
the imperialists. 


CHAPTER I 


THE REVOLUTIONARY NATURE OF 
THE LENINIST POLICY OF PEACEFUL 
COEXISTENCE AND THE FALLACY 
OF THE TROTSKYIST « CRITICS » 

The Policy of Peaceful Coexist- 
ence as Part of the Leninist 
Strategy of the Revolutionary 
Struggle 


In our time the term, peaceful coexistence, is 
included in all dictionaries. It is used in trea- 
ties and agreements, at the sessions of the UN 
General Assembly and many international con- 
ferences. 

Some people interpret the idea very narrowly, 
as a state opposite to war. Others make of it a 
vague bourgeois-pacifist slogan detached from 
political struggle. Still others would like to use 
adherence to this principle as a smokescreen to 
impose unilateral political and ideological disar- 
mament on the socialist countries. 

The various pseudo-Leftist groups, including 
the Trotskyists, are quick to take advantage of 
this discrepancy to use their sophistry and water 
down the class-oriented, revolutionary substance 
of the socialist countries’ foreign policy. This 
particularly applies to the principle of the 
peaceful coexistence of states with different so- 
cial systems. 
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This principle logically follows from the work- 
ing class revolutionary struggle and is subor- 
dinated to it. It is impossible to understand the 
policy of peaceful coexistence practised by the 
socialist countries without considering Lenm s 
theory ol revolution. 

Even before the 1917 Great October Revolu- 
tion Lenin had shown that “the workers’ revo- 
lution develops unevenly in different countries 
since the conditions of political life differ. In 
one country the proletariat is too weak and in 
another it is stronger.” 1 Consequently, Lenin 
urged the workers of individual countries not to 
wait till objective and subjective conditions for 
the victory of a socialist revolution became ripe 
in other states, too. Rather, he encouraged them 
to break boldly the weak link in the chain of 
imperialism. 

In his article A Caricature of Marxism and 
Imperialist Economism (1908) Lenin strongly 
opposed the idea of waiting for the moment 
when revolution would break out all over the 
world. He underlined that “to dream of the 
‘united action of the proletarians of all coun- 
tries’ means postponing socialism to the Greek 
calends, i. e., for ever.” 2 

Consequently, it was historically necessary 
for states with different social systems to coexist 
for a considerable period of time. 

But on what basis should their relations be 
established? 

Lenin in his theoretical works and by his 
practical activities as the head of government 


1 Lenin. Colt . Works , Vol. 28, p. 110. 

2 Ibid., Vol. 23, p. 59. 
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of Soviet Russia, the first country of the victo- 
rious working class, provided the answer to this 
question. The author of the Decree on Peace, 
the first decree of the Soviet government, and an 
ardent opponent of the world war then in pro- 
gress, Lenin believed that it was possible to 
establish normal inter-state relations between 
Soviet Russia and capitalist countries. 

“There is a force more powerful than the 
wishes, the will and the decisions of any of the 
governments or classes that are hostile to us. 
That force is world general economic relations 
which compel them to make contact with us.” 1 

Lenin made this statement at a time when the 
biggest imperialist powers did their best to cut 
Soviet Russia off the rest of the world. He was 
convinced that the principles of peaceful coexist- 
ence (or of peaceful cohabitation as it was cus- 
tomary to say at that time) would come to do- 
minate interstate relations. 

The pseudo-Leftists of all kinds, including the 
Trotskyists, have always insisted that the policy 
of peaceful coexistence between states with dif- 
ferent social systems is a “conciliation with im- 
perialism”, “a deviation from class positions,” 
“a renunciation of revolutionary struggle,” etc. 
According to their logic, there can be either 
peaceful coexistence or revolutionary struggle. 
There is no other alternative. And though more 
than half a century has passed since such allega- 
tions were uttered for the first time, the present- 
day critics of the policy of peaceful coexistence 
are repeating them word for word as if they fail- 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 33, p. 155. 
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cd to see the giant changes that have taken 
place in the world. 

The Soviet Union has become a strong social- 
ist power. A socialist community has developed 
and the positions of socialism as a whole have 
become much stronger on the world scene. Na- 
tional liberation movements have achieved a 
number of successes. The working class of the 
capitalist countries has scored impressive victo- 
ries in its struggle against big business. All these 
changes are directly linked with the consistent 
and profoundly revolutionary Leninist policy of 
peaceful coexistence. 

As far back as 1917 revolutionary Soviet Rus- 
sia appealed for peace without annexations or 
indemnities, and for inter-state relations based 
on the recognition of the principles of equality, 
non-interference and mutual respect for sover- 
eign rights. This was a challenge to the imperia- 
list policy of international plunder and violence. 
It marked the beginning of a fundamentally 
new stage in international relations. 

At present there are two types of foreign po- 
licy— the imperialist and the socialist. They are 
bom of different social systems. Imperialism 
often looks for a way out of internal economic 
upheavals through wars and international con- 
flicts. Socialism, on the other hand, is free from 
such domestic crises and does not indulge in 
reckless war brinkmanship which spells pro- 
fits for a handful of people and death to mil- 
lions. 

In the very first years after the 1917 Socialist 
Revolution Soviet Russia had to pass through 
an ordeal in defence of its right to independent 
social and economic development. Soviet Rus- 
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sia won this right, arms in hand. Later this vie- 
tory was consolidated by the people’s heroic, 
genuinely revolutionary effort to build socialism 
and change the lace of their country. 

The Soviet Union’s foreign policy, a policy of 
peaceful coexistence between states with diffe- 
rent social systems, has never been a sign of its 
weakness or “excessive caution” as its “Leftist” 
critics are wont to claim. Only a very strong 
country, a country full of revolutionary courage, 
could set itself and achieve such a complex 
objective — could influence the whole of world 
politics in a direction favourable to socialism. 

There have been forces in the imperialist 
camp that considered the Soviet Union’s foreign 
policy of peace a manifestation of weakness. 
The outcome of the attempts by the most reac- 
tionary “strategists” of imperialism, the rulers of 
Nazi Germany, to wipe the Soviet Union off the 
surface of the Earth is common knowledge. 

The Trotskyists and other “Leftists” also 
claim that the Soviet Union, while upholding 
the policy of peaceful coexistence, pursues its 
own selfish interests which are allegedly incom- 
patible with the development of a worldwide 
revolutionary struggle. 

Yet this is sheer nonsense. Genuine revolution- 
aries have always regarded the effort to secure 
favourable external conditions for building so- 
cialism, and now, communism, in the Soviet 
Union, as closely linked with fulfilment by the 
Soviet Communists and working class not only 
of their national duty but also of their supreme 
internationalist duty to the world revolutionary 
movement. It fell to them to make the first steps 
towards socialism and communism and become 
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the stronghold of world revolution. Lenin pre- 
dicted that “our socialist Republic of Soviets will 
stand secure, as a torch of international social- 
ism and as an example to all the working peo- 
ple.” 1 

When the world socialist community came 
into being, this torch flamed up still brighter 
and its light penetrates the remotest and darkest 
corners of the capitalist world. Support lor 
everything that helps consolidate international 
socialism and increase its influence on the world 
scene has now become the first duty of every 
genuine Marxist-Leninist and every anti-impe- 
rialist fighter. 

Furthermore, the policy of peaceful coexist- 
ence the Soviet Union and other socialist coun- 
tries pursue means effective assistance — moral, 
political, scientific, technical, and also when ne- 
cessary military aid — to those who have embark- 
ed on the road of social and national liberation. 

Fidel Castro when he spoke at a gala meeting 
in Havana to mark the centenary of the birth 
of Lenin strongly denounced all kinds of would- 
be revolutionaries who try to discredit the So- 
viet Union and its foreign policy. He emphasiz- 
ed the tremendous importance of the assistance 
the Soviet Union was giving to the nations 
fighting against imperialism, and about which 
the Leftists were deliberately silent. 

“They refuse to see anything,” said Fidel 
Castro Ruz, “and consider the very fact of the 
Soviet Union's existence as something little 
short of a crime. And all this is being done from 


1 Unin. Coll. Works , Vol. 26, p. 472. 
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a so-called ‘Left’ position. Isn’t that the mean- 
est of tricks V 

“They forget Ihe problems of Cuba, Vietnam 
and the Arab world. Meanwhile, wherever im- 
perialism strikes its plunderous blows, it comes 
up against a country, a state, which, by sending 
the necessary quantities of arms, is helping peo- 
ples to defend themselves against imperialism. 

“Take us, for instance. We have received wea- 
pons worth 1,500 million pesos from the Soviet 
Union. And we are far from thinking we have 
got more than others. I would think, for exam- 
ple, that the Soviet Union has sent more wea- 
pons to the Middle East in view of the situation 
there. 

“I should like to say that the cost of the arms 
received by many countries in grant aid runs 
into thousands of millions. And as for us, what 
should we have done without these arms?” 

There have been many occasions in postwar 
history when the Soviet Union and the rest of 
the socialist community have helped various 
nations to repulse the attacks of the imperialist 
forces. In 1956 the efforts of the socialist coun- 
tries foiled Anglo-French-Israeli aggression 
against Egypt. In 1957 an intervention was pre- 
vented against Syria and in 1958 against Iraq. 
In 1967 the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries helped foil the aggressive schemes of 
the Israeli military machine and American im- 
perialism to bring down certain of the progres- 
sive regimes in the Middle East. The socialist 
community continues to help Arab states thwart 
the intrigues of the Israeli militarists. 

Aid of every kind from the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries continues to exert a con- 
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siderable influence on the march of events in 
South East Asia. The most aggressive US circles 
had aimed at depriving the \ ietnamese people 
of their socialist gains and stifling their revolu- 
tion in order to tip the political balance in South 
Asia. But these plans were foiled. 

As the First Secretary of the Communist Par- 
ty of Uruguay, Rodney Arismendi, once aptly 
observed, “the community of the socialist states 
has curbed imperialist schemes and prevented 
the imperialists from coming back through the 
window whenever they were kicked out of the 
door .*’ 1 

The policy of peaceful coexistence makes it 
easier to wage a revolutionary struggle in the 
advanced capitalist countries, the main citadels 
of imperialism. This policy prevents the milita- 
rist circles from putting into action their war 
machine both for foreign policy adventures and 
against the forces of progress and democracy in 
their own countries. When this policy of peace- 
ful coexistence is consistently implemented, it 
helps isolate the pro-militarist monopoly groups 
which are trying to make big money on prepara- 
tions for a thermonuclear war. 

The experience of the past decades has shown 
beyond any doubt that the cold war and the at- 
mosphere it creates have always served to en- 
courage a victimization of progressive, democra- 
tic forces. It was in such a climate that the reac- 
tionaries launched their witch hunts and whip- 
ped up a campaign of hatred against the Com- 
munist Parties and socialist countries. The cold 


1 Rodney Arismendi. Problemas de una revolucidn conti- 
nental, Montevideo, 1962, p. 153. 
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war was also used to encroach on the working 
people’s democratic rights and to take back 
what they had won in the previous revolution- 
ary struggle. 

However, a more peaceful world climate 
opens up quite different prospects. The reac- 
tionaries are denied the opportunities ol white- 
washing their anti democratic actions by refer- 
ring in their propaganda to world tension or a 
threat from the outside. While efforts arc under 
way to ease world tension, the working people 
are coming to see from their own experience 
that it is necessary to step up the struggle 
against the forces of reaction and militarism and 
to defend democracy. And this leads to the rea- 
lization of the inevitability of fundamental so- 
cial changes and to the organization of a mass 
army of anti-imperialist fighters, without which 
any democratic or socialist revolution is incon- 
ceivable. 

Consequently, the policy of peaceful coexist- 
ence and the world revolutionary struggle, far 
from being in contradiction, are inter-connect- 
ed and inter dependent. 


From Defeatist Assessments of 
the Revolution to Slander 
Against the Policy of Peaceful 
Coexistence 

The Trotskyists have opposed Leninism put- 
ting forward views on the revolution which 
were ultra-Leftist in form and defeatist in es- 
sence. Trotsky’s present-day followers claim that 
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a socialist revolution can only be successful if 
it assumes a worldwide scale. 

As far back as 1906 Trotsky asserted that if 
a revolution were victorious in Russia, its fate 
would depend on whether the Russian working 
class would be able to assume the role of orga- 
nizer of a world or an all-European attack on 
capital. “With government power in its hands,” 
Trotsky wrote, “with the counter-revolution at 
its back, and with the European reactionary for- 
ces in front, it would send out to its comrades 
throughout the world the old rallying cry, which 
would then be the cry of the last attack: ‘Prole- 
tarians of all lands, unite!’ ” 

If the West European working class was not 
ready to respond to this call, Trotsky claimed, 
the revolution in Russia would be suppressed by 
the united force of the imperialist powers. “It is 
hoping against hope,” he wrote, “that revolu- 
tionary Russia could stand up against conserva- 
tive Europe.** Trotsky pictured the imperialist 
system as a single whole and rejected any pos- 
sibility of “weak links.” As a result, he overesti- 
mated the forces of imperialism and underesti- 
mated the revolutionary potentialities of the 
working class in various countries. 

Shortly before the 1917 Revolution Trotsky 
counterposed Lenin's theory of the possibility 
of victory for a socialist revolution in one coun- 
try with the slogan of the United States of Euro- 
pe. He called loudly for support of the “United 
States of Europe without monarchy, without 
permanent armies, without ruling feudal castes, 
and without secret diplomacy.” It was a typical 
utopia, and a reactionary one at that. Lenin 
observed that “either this is a demand that can- 
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not be implemented under capitalism, inasmuch 
as it presupposes the establishment of a planned 
world economy, with a partition of colonies, 
spheres of influence, etc., among the individual 
countries, or else it is a reactionary slogan, one 
that signifies a temporary union of the Great 
Powers of Europe with the aim of enhancing 
the oppression of colonies and of plundering the 
more rapidly developing countries — Japan and 
America.” 1 

This slogan implied that a working class re- 
volution was to be put off indefinitely. Since 
Trotsky put forward this idea at a time when a 
revolutionary storm was gathering in Russia, he 
once again showed he did not believe the work- 
ing class could win in one country, and that he 
ignored the specific conditions in which the 
class struggle was developing. He disregarded 
the fact that revolutions come about as a result 
of a mounting class struggle in the specific poli- 
tical conditions of specific countries. These con- 
ditions cannot be the same for all countries or 
continents. 

While Lenin's theory of socialist revolution 
awakens the revolutionary energy of the work- 
ing class, the Trotskyist scheme, which is divor- 
ced from reality, denies the working class a con- 
crete programme of action. 

National revolution, according to Trotsky, 
was like a bonfire, which could turn into a wild- 
fire if it had space to spread. If the national re- 
volution failed to “set fire” to neighbouring 
states and peoples, it died out like a bonfire that 
was not fed. In other words, the success of a 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works , Vol. 21, p. 344. 
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revolution was finally determined not by the 
laws inherent in its development, but exclusively 
by the general historic background, by external 
factors. 

In the very first months after the 1917 Social- 
ist Revolution Trotsky actually suggested that 
Soviet Russia either had to enter into a revolu- 
tionary war with the capitalist world, or to ad- 
mit that the working class had seized power 
prematurely. At the 7th Congress of the Russian 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks), in 1918, he 
claimed that if the revolutionary working class 
could not fight a decisive battle against imperia- 
lism, “then say that Soviet power is too heavy 
a burden for the revolutionary proletariat, that 
we have arrived too early, and should go under- 
ground.” 

Trotsky did not confine himself to mere theo- 
rizing about the need for Soviet Russia to wage 
a “revolutionary war” against world capitalism. 
He took practical steps during his talks with re- 
presentatives of Kaiser Germany in Brest-Li- 
tovsk to draw her into such a war. In defiance 
of Lenin’s clear instructions he refused to sign 
a peace treaty on German terms and provided 
Germany with an excuse to launch an offensive 
all along the frontline. He was aware that such 
action would pose a deadly threat to the very 
existence of Soviet Russia, yet he thought he 
could take the risk in the interests of “prod- 
ding a world proletarian revolution. 

Later Trotsky turned on many occasions to 
the idea of “prodding " revolutions in other coun- 
tries. He sent a letter to the Central Committee 
of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
in August, 1919, suggesting the formation of a 
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cavalry corps of Uiirly lo forty thousand men 
“to be flung at India”. To “substantiate” his pro- 
posal, Trotsky claimed that “the road to Paris 
and London lies through the towns of Afghanis- 
tan, Punjab and Bengal. 

Several years later, in August, 1923, I rotsky 
submitted yet another similar proposal to the 
Central Committee. This time he urged dis- 
patching regular Red Army units to Germany 
allegedly to “kindle the flames of a proletarian 
revolution in Europe.” lie demanded working 
out a “timetable for preparing and carrying out 
the German revolution. ' 

Both proposals show that Trotsky insisted on 
imposing on the Party and the people his noto- 
rious concept of spreading revolution from one 
country to another. He constantly repeated his 
idea that a revolution was worth something 
only when it could give battle to imperialism on 
a world scale. He wrote in February, 1923, that 
“if it is generally said that war is a continuation 
of politics, to us war is a continuation of the re- 
volution.” 

The question arises as to whether Trotsky 
himself believed in the success ot the adven- 
tures he proposed. The tacts show it is unlikely 
that he did. At the time of the Kronstadt anti- 
Soviet mutiny, 1 Trotsky made a panicky state- 
ment that the “cuckoo had sung its last note" 


1 Kronstadt mutiny is a counter-revolutionary anti-Soviet 
uprising which took place at the beginning of March, 
1921, on the warships stationed at Kronstadt. It was head- 
ed by White Guard officers backed by anti- Bolshevik for- 
ces and representatives of foreign states. On March 18 the 
fortress of Kronstadt was taken by storm by Soviet troops 
and the mutiny was crushed. 
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and that the hours of Soviet government were 
numbered. This was in 1921, only two years 
after he had proposed a “thrust to India” and 
two years before he made a turnabout and 
asked for sending troops to Germany. 

These bellicose statements were far from 
being dictated by Trotsky's belief in the strength 
of the Soviet system, in its revolutionizing in- 
fluence. On the contrary, they were motivated 
bv a profound pessimism. He refused to believe 
that the gains of the 1917 Socialist Revolution 
and of the Russian working class could be main- 
tained and developed. 

Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution 
doomed the working class and the rest of So- 
viet Russia's working people to the role of ju- 
nior partner to the seasoned West European 
proletariat. And this “junior partner” was sup- 
posed to rely not on his own strength but on the 
helping hand extended by his senior. 

Hence Soviet Russia's role was confined to 
kindling the flames of revolution in other coun- 
tries. Respite between battles should be used to 
prepare for future clashes. “We are still soldiers 
on the march,” Trotsky claimed. “We have just 
called a halt. . . All of our economic and cultural 
activities is nothing else but putting ourselves in 
some order between two battles and campaigns.” 

In 1929 Trotsky was still upholding his views 
on revolutionary wars as a means of prodding 
he world revolution, and even went as far as 

o say that the export of revolution was a vital 
necessity. 

Lenin and after his death the other Soviet 
Communists strongly opposed these adventurist 
ideas as having nothing in common with Marx- 
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ism. “Of course,” said Lenin, “there are people 
who believe that revolution can break out in a 
foreign country to order, by agreement. These 
people are either mad or they are provocateurs. 
We have experienced two revolutions. . . We 
know that revolutions cannot be made to order 
or by agreement; they break out when tens of 
millions of people come to the conclusion that 
it is impossible to Live in the old way any long- 
er.” 1 He underlined that “no decree has yet 
been issued stating that all countries must live 
according to the Bolshevik revolutionary calen- 
dar; and even if it were issued, it would not be 
observed.” 2 

As the revolutionary movement was gaining 
momentum throughout the world in the 20th 
century, the gulf between Leninism and Trot- 
skyism deepened. The Trotskyist ideas of world 
revolution, both vociferous and defeatist, ran 
counter to the needs and main tendencies of the 
international class struggle. However, the Trots- 
kyists refused to acknowledge this fact and bit- 
terly attacked the Communist Parties who had 
retained their loyalty to Marxism-Leninism, and 
who led the forces that were changing the face 
of the world. 

The 1920 s, the crucial years in the history of 
the world revolutionary movement, put the Com- 
munists and Trotskyists once and for all on 
different sides of the class barricades. It was 
during those years that Russia’s working class 
and the Communist Party set about building 
socialism. 

Lenin observed as far back as 1915: “Uneven 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 27, p. 480. 

2 Ibid., Vol. 29, pp. 174-175. 
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economic and political development is an abso- 
lute law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of so- 
cialism is possible first in several or even in one 
capitalist country alone." 1 In his last works 2 lie 
specially emphasized that Soviet Russia had 
everything necessary to build a socialist society. 

In his last public statement, the speech to the 
Moscow City Soviet on November 20th, 1922, 
Lenin said: 

“Socialism is no longer a matter of the distant 
future. . . We have brought socialism into every- 
day life and must here see how matters stand. 
That is the task of our day, the task of our 
epoch. Permit me to conclude by expressing con- 
fidence that difficult as this task may be, new as 
it may be compared with our previous task, and 
numerous as the difficulties may be that it en- 
tails, we shall all — not in a day, but in a few 
years — all of us together fulfil it whatever the 
cost.” 3 

The country had just been through the grim 
tests of the Civil War. 4 Exhausted but by no 
means crushed, her people were restoring what 
had been destroyed, and building anew, laying 
the foundation of the socialist edifice. 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works , Vol. 21, p. 342. 

2 In January-March 1923 Lenin wrote his last articles 
“Pages from a Diary,” “On Co-operation,” “How We 
Should Reorganise the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspec- 
tion,” “Concerning Our Revolution,” “Better Fewer, hut 
Better” and some letters. 

3 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 33, p. 443. 

The Civil War of 1918-1920 was a period of armed 
struggle of the working class and of the working peasan- 
try of Soviet Russia against the domestic counter-revolu- 
tionary forces and foreign interventionists who sought to 
abolish the rule of the people and restore the dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie in Russia. 
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The revolution was moving into a new phase. 
The workers, who had won state power, had 
proved capable of defending this power. Now 
the challenge was to prove that they were able 
not only to destroy a society based on class op- 
pression but also to carry out radical socio-eco- 
nomic reforms that would end the exploitation 
of man by man and social injustice once and 
for all. 

It is always hard to be the pioneer. But it was 
particularly hard for the Russian working class 
for they began their task equipped only with 
spades, pick-axes and an inexhaustible potential 
of revolutionary enthusiasm. They were worn 
out by hunger and disease. They were short of 
everything, including shoes and clothing, yet 
they looked forward to the society in which they 
themselves, their children and grandchildren 
would live. The w T orking people accomplished 
an heroic revolutionary feat. 

In those years there were many people, es- 
pecially in capitalist countries, who did not be- 
lieve that these objectives could be achieved. It 
seemed sheer fantasy to them that one should 
speak of building a powerful socialist industry 
at a time when the giant country had only a few 
locomotives in good condition and the industry 
was not functioning; many workers had been 
killed during the Civil War, the warehouses 
stood empty, and factory shops were grown with 
weeds. 

There were people in Soviet Russia, too, who 
doubted the possibility of building socialism. 
They were unable to grasp immediately the 
huge potentialities that a working class, able to 
turn its labour to benefit the whole country, the 
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whole nation, and not to enrich a handful of 
exploiters, possessed. 

But it is one thing to fail to take something 
into account, to make a mistake, or to be over- 
cautious in one’s forecasts, and it is quite a diffe- 
rent story to slander maliciously the Parly 
which planned the building of socialism in the 
country, and those who worked to achieve the 
objectives sparing neither effort nor life itself. 

And it was Trotsky and his followers who 
engaged themselves in that malicious slander. 
They accused the Party of “national narrow- 
mindedness,” of “neglecting its revolutionary 
duty" and claimed that the working class was 
“shirking their historical responsibility.” At a 
time when it was vital for the working class and 
the Party to mobilize all their efforts, the Trot- 
skyists loudly proclaimed that the construction 
of socialism was a useless undertaking, that it 
was impossible to build a “detached socialist 
house.” They tried to divert the Soviet people 
lrom taking the course of socialist construction. 

Instead, they proposed the same irresponsible 
policy of military adventures that would have 
led to disastrous consequences. 

It was significant that the Trotskyists were 
bitterly attacking the Party policy of building 
socialism. These attacks revealed with particu- 
lar clarity their disbelief in the inner strength of 
the revolution and their reliance upon military 
conflicts as the only source of world revolution- 
ary development. 

Of course, there was a logic of its own in the 
Trotskyist standpoint. To acknowledge that it 
was possible to build socialism in one country 
meant to admit that the “theory of permanent 
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revolution” was false. And that would have been 
tantamount to total ideological surrender. 

The Trotskyists had devised only one scheme 
for the progress of the world revolutionary move- 
ment, that of shifting revolutions from one 
country to another. And the role they assigned 
to the working class was far from one of crea- 
tive endeavour. 

However, revolutionary practice did not un- 
fold the way the Trotskyists would have liked. 
Instead events confirmed that Lenin s scientific 
forecasts were correct. The revolution broke the 
chain of imperialism in its “weak link,” which 
in 1917 was Russia. As a result of a number of 
objective and subjective reasons the revolution- 
ary movement in other countries was not crown- 
ed with victory. And in many of them it had ne- 
ver reached the starting point from which a re- 
volution can begin at all. 

Trotskyism, as bankrupt political theories are 
wont to do, preferred to shut its eyes to reality. 
If the facts are against us, so much the worse 
for the facts, the Trotskyists reasoned. That was 
how they arrived at anti-revolutionary conclu- 
sions, though they are still covering them up 
with “Leftist” phraseology. 

The Trotskyists claim that the 1917 Socialist 
Revolution was “incomplete” and “interrupted.” 
Significantly, in his books and articles Trotsky 
never calls it a socialist revolution. He prefers 
to describe it as the October takeover or the 
October events. Trotsky claimed that a revolu- 
tion which did not lead to an immediate world- 
wide attack on capitalism cannot be considered 
socialist. 

As a result, the Trotskyists have dissociated 
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themselves from the revolution that ushered in 
the era of mankind's transition from capitalism 
to socialism, the revolution that brought the 
working class to power and launched the effort 
to build a new socialist society, the revolution 
which offers lessons of great value to the world 
liberation movement. 

The Trotskyists continue to harp on the same 
siring. They stubbornly refuse to admit that the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries have 
a revolutionizing influence on the world situa- 
tion. Sometimes they do acknowledge grudgingly 
the tremendous social and economic achieve- 
ments of these countries. Yet they continue to 
maintain that these countries are not socialist 
by nature. The Trotskyists, and this is an exam- 
ple of their lack of scruples, call them “degene- 
rated workers states/’ 

It is claimed that one of the factors that has 
led to this “degeneration” is the non-revolution- 
ary. “non-class” foreign policy of the socialist 
countries. The attacks against the main prin- 
ciples of Soviet foreign policy laid down by 
Lenin are far from being accidental. They fol- 
low from the entire Trotskyist political plat- 
form. Since this platform called for an arbitrary 
shifting of revolutions from one country to ano- 
ther. it ruled out coexistence of states with diffe- 
rent social systems for any appreciable period 
of time. However, since events are moving pre- 
cisely in the direction contrary to the Trotskyists' 
scheme, they are claiming that the law govern- 
ing the development of the world revolution has 
been violated and are looking for the “culprits.” 
And they find that the socialist countries are to 
blame. 
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The Trotskyists have always been dishonest 
opponents. And in their attacks on the policy 
of peaceful coexistence they invariably resort 
to political falsification. 

Their favourite trick is the following. In the 
face of the facts, they claim that the policy of 
peaceful coexistence is not a Leninist one. In 
January, 1074, for instance, one of the British 
Trotskyist groups declared that the idea had 
been put forward after Lenin’s death. 1 To back 
up this contention, they resort to yet another lie 
by saying that Lenin had never thought of build- 
ing socialism in Soviet Russia and ruled out 
such a possibility until a proletarian revolution 
won throughout the world. The Trotskyists 
claim that the idea of building socialism was 
also born somewhere in the mid-1920's. “There- 
fore,” these political tricksters allege, “here was 
the transition from ‘socialism in one country’ to 
the . . .peaceful coexistence policy. . .” 2 

Indeed, the construction of socialism and the 
peaceful coexistence policy are closely connect- 
ed. The latter follows from the former. And 
that is not all. As we have mentioned above, the 
theory of building socialism in one country and 
the concept of peaceful coexistence are organic, 
inalienable components of Lenin’s theory of the 
revolution. 

The Trotskyists keep silent on this score. It 
does not profit them to open their mouths. If 
they had denied this relationship, it would have 
been tantamounUto setting Trotskyism against 


1 Workers Press, January 29, 1974. 

2 Ibid., November 29, 1973. 
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Leninism outright. And such frankness has ne- 
ver been part of the Trotskyist scheme. 

Though the Trotskyists have never created 
or established anything, they “excommunicate” 
from the revolution those who have accom- 
plished it. They accuse dozens of millions of 
Communists, who are putting into practice the 
ideas of scientific socialism, of deviating from 
Marxism-Leninism. 

The Trotskyists reserve exclusively for them- 
selves the right to be called Marxists. Yet what 
they call Marxism is in fact a hideous mixture of 
pseudo-Leftist phraseology and malicious at- 
tacks on genuine revolutionaries. This is reveal- 
ed with particular clarity in their attitude to 
the questions of war, peace and revolution. 

Let us see, for instance, what present-day 
Trotskyism has to offer as an alternative to the 
Leninist policy of peaceful coexistence of states 
with different social systems for which it has 
so much hate. 


CHAPTER II 


ADVOCACY OF WAR— EVIDENCE 
OF THE IDEOLOGICAL IMPOTENCE 
OF THE « REVOLUTIONARIES OF THE 
PHRASE » 


In the seventies it has become rather fashion- 
able for the motley Trotskyist groups to put up 
posters at their jamborees with the words 
“Down with peaceful coexistence.” They also 
take to the streets with this slogan demonstrat- 
ing their “ultra-revolutionary spirit.” But what 
does this slogan really amount to? 

It is no more no less than an apology for war. 
So far no one has thought up any other alter- 
native to peaceful coexistence. 

The Trotskyists prefer merely to “expose” the 
policy of peaceful coexistence and denigrate the 
foreign policy initiatives of the socialist coun- 
tries to fool people who are not well-versed in 
world politics. They tell them that peaceful co- 
existence is a policy of conciliation with impe- 
rialism. And what revolutionary does not consi- 
der it his duty to fight against conciliation? As a 
result, the Trotskyist “ideologists” manage to 
persuade some people to join their demonstra- 
tions by juggling with ideas and distorting facts. 
They claim: oppose the policy of peaceful co- 
existence, and you will help the revolution. 

Yet a closer look at the Trotskyist program- 
mes on the problems of war, peace and revolu- 
tion reveals that, as a rule, they make themsel- 
ves quite clear. The Trotskyists can be distin- 
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guishcd as outright warmongers. They have for 
many years been picturing war as the motive 
force of the revolution. 


The Anti-Marxist Nature of the 
Formula "War Is the Mother of 
Revolution" 

The Trotskyists have always had their own 
special approach to the world situation. They 
rejoiced when the clouds of war hung over man- 
kind. And they fretted and fumed when the ten- 
dency of a constructive search for peace was 
making headway in international relations. 

The Trotskyists long ago invented a “theory” 
to back up their position. They spare no efforts 
to paint a rosy picture of the future that would, 
they say. open up before the working class dur- 
ing war. 

When they held their “international” congress 
in 1940, the Trotskyists proclaimed that “war is 
the mother of revolution.” 1 Trotskyism vi- 
gorously opposed the communist effort to pre- 
vent war. This effort was described as a mani- 
festation of bourgeois pacifism and the surren- 
der of a class position. The Trotskyists make the 
latter charge particularly frequently, assuming 
the role of “experts” and “arbiters” on ques- 
tions of class interests. 

During the thirties, as the clouds of war des- 


1 Manifesto of the Fourth International on the Imperia- 
list War and the Proletarian Revolution, New York, 1940, 
p. 40. 
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cended lower and lower over the world, the 
Trotskyists kepi saying: lei Ihe events take their 
course and let the flames of war engulf the 
whole planet. This, they claimed, would benefit 
the revolution since it betokened an end to the 
capitalist regimes. They regarded the anti-fas- 
cist movement as harmful because, they alleged, 
it had no class content. Everywhere and in every 
situation they sabotaged the efforts to set up a 
united anti-fascist front actually helping the 
Nazis. Antonio Gramsci, the founder of the Ita- 
lian Communist Party, while in prison, on learn- 
ing that some of the political prisoners were 
in danger of falling under Trotskyist influence, 
sent the warning from one prison cell to an- 
other that Trolsky was a puttano (a whore) of 
fascism. 1 

When the Nazi jackboots trampled on one 
West European country after another and the 
Soviet Union was in mortal danger, the appeals 
of the Trotskyists not to halt the spread of war 
actually helped to bring nearer the Nazi attack 
on the Soviet Union. 

Moreover, the Trotskyists said bluntly that the 
Soviet Union would inevitably suffer a military 
defeat if it was attacked. Trotsky tried to assure 
that imperialism was incomparably stronger 
technically, economically and militarily. He also 
talked about the political weakness of the USSR 
and declared that “the first heavy blows from 
outside could bring. . . Soviet society to a con- 
dition of civil war”, and that as a result the So- 
viet Union “would collapse and give way to a 


1 Sec Palmiro Togliatti. Selected Articles and Speeches, 
Vol. I, Moscow, 1969, p. 210. 


3* 


35 


capitalist regime or, more correctly, capitalist 
chaos." 1 

The “Fourth International" published a mani- 
festo on the imperialist war and the proletarian 
revolution a year before Nazi Germany attacked 
the Soviet Union. It once again predicted that 
the USSR would be defeated . 2 

What is striking here is that these pronounce- 
ments are very similar to the political assess- 
ments and forecasts fascist propaganda was 
making at that time claiming that the Soviet 
Union was a colossus with clay feet. According 
to the West German magazine Die Neue Gesell- 
schaft, Hitler once said that he had learned a 
great deal from Trotsky. 3 

The Trotskyists did all they could to hamper 
the Soviet Union’s fight against fascism. They 
denied that the Great Patriotic War the Soviet 
people fought against the Nazi invaders was a 
war of liberation. The “Fourth International" 
claimed that the war remained essentially im- 
perialist. Therefore, its leaders alleged, one 
should not take part in this war or support the 
Soviet Union. 

The Trotskyists sought to prevent the emer- 
gence of an anti-Hitler coalition. They claimed 
that its creation was an act alien to the interests 
of the Russian and world revolution. They were 


1 Die Neue Weltbuhne. Wochenschrift fur Polilik, Kunst, 
Wirtschaft, 1933, No. 49, p. 1527. 

2 Manifesto of the Fourth International on the Imperia- 
list War and the Proletarian Revolution , pp. 22-23. 

3 Die Neue Gesellschaft , 1962, No. 3, p. 216. 
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opposed to a second front since “it would hold 
back the revolutionary European workers." 1 

The Soviet Union, however, was certainly not 
abandoning its principles when it took the ini- 
tiative in setting up the anti-Hitler coalition. The 
Soviet Communist Party and government were 
following the advice Lenin had given, urging 
that the differences within the imperialist camp 
be taken into account in shaping foreign policy 
and that military agreements with one of the 
imperialist coalitions against the other should 
not be rejected off-hand “in those cases in which 
such an agreement could, without undermining 
the basis of Soviet power, strengthen its posi- 
tion and paralyse the attacks of any imperialist 
power." 2 

This is exactly what the Soviet government 
did when it entered into such agreements which, 
far from undermining the basis of Soviet power, 
made it possible to defend it with the least 
expenditure of forces. The revolutionary 
cause has also benefited from this since the im- 
perialist reactionaries suffered a military and 
political defeat in their attempt to stifle the 
world revolutionary movement and destroy the 
socialist system in the Soviet Union, the strong- 
hold of the world revolution. 

Contrary to the Trotskyist prophecies, the 
Soviet people not only defended their socialist 
gains but also widened the breach in the impe- 
rialist system. By assisting the European na- 
tions in their effort to rid themselves of fascist 

1 Marxism Today , 1964, No. 9, pp. 276-277. The End of 
the Comintern. The Manifesto of the Fourth Internatio- 
nal, New York, 1943, pp. 31-32. 

2 Lenin. Coll. Works , Vol. 27, p. 361. 


37 


slavery and the Asian nations of Japanese impe- 
rialist oppression, the Soviet Union once again 
demonstrated its loyalty to the principles of 
working class internationalism and the world- 
wide solidarity of the working people. 

However, the present-day Trotskyists are try- 
ing to give their own interpretation to this fact. 
Referring to the emergence of the new “work- 
ers states,” they claim triumphantly that the 
formula “war is the mother of revolution” is 
correct. But is this really so? 

First, in the light of what has already been 
said about the Trotskyist policies (its prediction 
of the defeat of the USSR, sabotage of anti-war, 
anti-fascist activity and general “the worse the 
better'' approach) it becomes clear that they 
understood this formula as essentially one of 
capitulation. Their slogan was therefore essen- 
tially pro-imperialist and anti-revolutionary des- 
pite its “Leftist” ring. 

Second, the socialist states (or “workers sta- 
tes” in Trotskyist terminology) did not emerge 
automatically as a result of the war as such. 
There is every reason to believe that the out- 
come of the war would have been different if the 
gloomy prophecies of the Trotskyists about the 
Soviet Union’s military defeat had come true. 

The people’s democratic revolutions took place 
in a number of countries as a result of the re- 
volutionary situations that had arisen there. 
The victory of the revolutionary forces had been 
prepared by the uphill struggle the working 
class and farmers of these countries had been 
waging over the years against fascism and do- 
mestic reaction. The crushing of the fascist war 
machine undoubtedly facilitated this victory. 
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Third, history shows that not all wars are the 
same. Some of them lay bare the deeply rooted 
evils of capitalism, bring social antagonisms to 
boiling point and sharpen the class struggle un- 
til it erupts in revolution (yet this is not always 
the case). There are also wars which the reac- 
tionaries unleash to suppress revolutionary or 
liberation movements in other countries. History 
also knows cases when the ruling capitalist 
classes have started wars, hoping — and not al- 
ways in vain — to damp down the class struggle 
in its own country, divert the working people s 
attention from internal social problems, and 
poison their class consciousness with nationa- 
lism, chauvinism and hatred of other nations. 
In other words, there have been cases when it 
would have been correct to say that “the war 
is the death of revolution.” 

Fourth, the Trotskyists are lying when they 
say that the formula “war is the mother of re- 
volution*' is a Marxist one. In fact, there is not 
a grain of Marxism in it. 

The classics of Marxism never saw war as a 
stimulant to the organized revolutionary move- 
ment. On the contrary, from the outset Marx 
and Engels vigorously campaigned for the work- 
ing class to struggle against predatory wars. 
The First International (1864-1876) of which 
they were the founders paid a good deal of at- 
tention to formulating a long-term strategy of 
the international working class to oppose war. 
The main ideas expressed in the International's 
documents, most of which were written by Marx 
and Engels, were as follows: 

— Wars are always born of an antagonistic 
social system. War is one of the most hideous 
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aspects of capitalism. The struggle against war, 
therefore, is part of the general struggle for the 
social emancipation of the working class. 

— Although it will be possible to uproot the 
causes of wars only when capitalism is destroy, 
ed, the working class can and should foil 
schemes of aggression. For this purpose they 
need to keep abreast of the complexities of 
world politics and impose on the ruling classes 
of the capitalist countries their desire for peace . 1 

— While defending peace, the working class 
should disassociate itself from the pacifist doc- 
trine of non-resistance to evil. It should vigor- 
ously support just wars of liberation, wherever 
they might take place. (It is sufficient to recall 
the support given by the First International to 
the liberation movements of the Italian, Polish 
and North American peoples). 

Lenin analyzed the causes and nature of wars 
in the epoch of imperialism. He also pointed 
out that though a policy of preparing and un- 
leashing wars was inherent in imperialism, the 
working class should not fall into despair. The 
workers must do all they could to foil the ag- 
gressive designs of their governments. This was 
emphasized in a resolution adopted by the Stutt- 
gart Congress of the Second International 2 in 


1 See Marx and Engels. Set. Works, Vol. 2, p. 18. 

2 The Second International — an international association 
of the Socialist Parties founded in 1889. Up to 1895, its 
activities were directed by Engels. After Engels’ death, the 
opportunists who undertook to revise the revolutionary 
teaching of Marx took over the leadership of the Second 
International. When the Second World War broke out 
(1939), the Second International ceased to exist as an in- 
ternational centre. 
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1907. Lenin took part in drafting this resolution 
which stated: “In the event of a danger of war, 
the working class and its parliamentary repre- 
sentatives in the countries concerned must. . . 
do everything they can to prevent a declaration 
of war, by every means which they consider rea- 
sonable, and the choice of which depends on the 
degree of aggravation of the class struggle ani 
the general political situation." 1 T 

The same is true of the Communist Interna- 
tional: it, to a certain extent, was born of the 
struggle against war which had the aim of stifl- 
ing Soviet Russia. In its first appeal it called 
on the working people all over the world to re- 
member the imperialist war. And from then on 
the International paid increasing attention to 
the work for peace regarding it as part ot the 
struggle for social revolution. 

Palmiro Togliatti said in his report to the 
Seventh Congress of the Communist Interna- 
tional in 1935, that “we defend peace not becau- 
se we belong to the spineless followers of lols- 
toy but because we want to secure conditions tor 
a victory of the revolution.” 2 

At their Seventh Congress the Communists 
proclaimed for the first time in the history ot 
the international working class movement that 
war was not fatally inevitable, that it was pos- 
sible to delay and even prevent war if millions 
of people could be roused to work tor peace. 

Unfortunately, the efforts to prevent war were 
not successful. Conditions in the world were 
different then from now. 


1 Lenin. Coll. W orks, Vol. 41, p. 201. 

2 P. Togliatti. Selected Articles and Speeches , \ ol. I, p. 
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We have surveyed the history of the working 
class struggle against wars to underline very de- 
finitely that the apologetics for war does not 
come from Marxism, and that the formula “war 
is the mother of revolution'' is not a Marxist one. 
The formula stems, on the contrary, from bom- 
bastic but impotent petty bourgeois revolutiona- 
rism. which has always pinned its hopes on all 
kinds of upheavals and destruction as the driv- 
ing force behind the revolutionary struggle. A 
petty bourgeois revolutionary has always advo- 
cated cataclysms because, he reasoned, the more 
that is destroyed in the struggle the more chan- 
ces there are for social progress. 

In the past the anarchist mottoes were “the 
revolutionary knows only of one science, the 
science of destruction,” and “day and night he 
should be possessed by one thought and one 
objective, that of ruthless destruction.” It was 
also said that “he who feels sorry for anything 
in this world is not a revolutionary.” 1 

Later the anarchist ideas of destruction were 
taken up by various petty bourgeois revolution- 
ary groups. As Lenin once observed all these 
groups either resembled the anarchists or at 
least borrowed something from them. As often 
as not the 20th century petty bourgeois revolu- 
tionaries have couched their praise of destruc- 
tion in more refined terms than the anarchists 
had done earlier and have passed it off as a “de- 
velopment of Marxism.” The Trotskyist revela- 
tions are a clear case in point. 

The Maoists are very close to the Trotskyist 


1 See Marx and Engels. Coll. Works , Vol. 18, pp. 416-417. 
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standpoint on this question. As far back as De- 
cember, 1930, Mao Tse-tung praised the coming 
war by saying that it “will form a bridge lead- 
ing world history into a new era.” 1 Two years 
later he was urging the Communists to learn 
from Chiang Kai-shek, of all people. They were 
supposed to learn from Chiang Kai-shek's ma- 
xim — “war decides everything.” 

So no matter from what angle we might ana- 
lyze the Trotskyist formula “war is the mother 
of revolution,” it proves to be false. The harm- 
ful nature of this slogan becomes particularly 
obvious, when we consider that it not only jus- 
tifies but also exalts the “beneficial consequen- 
ces” of nuclear war. 

Whither the Trotskyist Propa- 
ganda of a “Revolutionary 
Nuclear War" 

In the sixties the Latin American Trotskyists 
who were followers of Posadas made the “dis- 
covery” that the more destructive wars are, the 
greater the revolutionizing role they play in the 
development of human society. At one oi their 
conferences they claimed that “the most des- 
tructive of wars will necessarily have the most 
progressive consequences. ’ 2 

To back up their contention, these Trotskyists 
resorted to the following arithmetic. After the 
First World War revolution won in one country. 


1 Mao Tse-tung. Sel . Works, London, 1954, Vol. 1, p. 179. 

2 International Socialist Review, 1963, No. 4, p. 134. 
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After the Second World War, which took a 
greater toll of human lives, revolution was victo- 
rious in eleven countries. Consequently, they 
reasoned, a third, nuclear war will advance the 
cause of the revolution still further. 

The same conference of the Posadists urged 
people not to be afraid of nuclear war. It claim- 
ed that a “genuine revolutionary” “is lie who 
is prepared to face the last settlement of ac- 
counts between capitalism and the socialist re- 
volution and the workers' states — which will be 
settled within the nuclear war.” 1 

It is not that the Trotskyists do not realize 
what tragic consequences a nuclear war would 
involve. They admit that there will be a good 
deal of death and destruction. 

However, they console people by saying that 
“communist society could be built on ruins, too, 
and within a short time at that.” The Peking 
leaders significantly enough say literally the 
same things. The Mao group issued a booklet in 
1960 under the pretentious title Long Live Le- 
ninism. The booklet declared that the “victo- 
rious people, within an exceedingly short space 
of time, will create a thousand times more ad- 
vanced civilization than the one existing under 
capitalism on the ruins of imperialism and build 
their genuine future. 2 The above-mentioned 
Posadas, the leader of Latin American Trots- 
kyists, flung this reproach at Peking: “Chinese 
comrades, you cannot say that everything you 
advance as revolutionary conclusions are the 
result of your own theoretical and political 


* International Socialist Review , No. 4, 1963, p 132 
Long Live Leninism, Peking, 1960, p. 23. 
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work alone. These are the conclusions of the 
‘Fourth International.’ ” 

Posadas is itching to see the “ruins” left by 
nuclear war and he goes so far as to give re- 
commendations to the socialist countries ad- 
vising them to start a “preventive nuclear war.” 

A manifesto adopted by the Posadas group in 
1907 states bluntly that “it is necessary to take 
(he initiative and the offensive, not delaying so 
I hat capitalism lakes the offensive and decides 
when, how and where it is going to start the 
atomic war. One must take the offensive, this is 
the minimum strategy which the world class 
struggle demands.” 1 

While urging the launching of a nuclear pre- 
ventive war because this would be a way of 
gaining time historically, Posadas states that the 
war would only last a few days and would be 
“the least evil for humanity, if one measures 
and compares historically, because the initiative 
comes from the revolution and not from capi- 
talism”. 2 

In late 1973 Posadas again turns to the idea 
of a “nuclear preventive war” unleashed by the 
socialist countries. In an article in a British 
Trotskyist newspaper he claimed: “Imperialism 
is going to launch the war. It is going to wait 
for the most convenient moment for it, when it 
can . . . Imperialism is going to resort to civil 
war and atomic war because it does not have 
any other means at its disposal. I he process is 
going to lead to this because it does not have 
another solution. This is the most important ex- 


1 European Marxist Review, 1968, No. 1, p. 55. 

2 Ibid., p. 100. 


45 


perience. Without waiting for imperialism to 
launch I he war. It is necessary lo gain as many 
positions as possible through revolutionary 
struggle throughout Ihe world.” 1 

Here Posadas, while reasoning along the old 
pattern, has nevertheless taken a slightly differ- 
ent approach. While leading his readers lo be- 
lieve that it is necessary to deliver a “pre-emp- 
tive strike” at imperialism, he has preferred to 
tone down his appeal for a “preventive war.” 
But the meaning is there, between the lines. 

Many of us still remember the grim and ter- 
rible years of the Second World War, which 
claimed dozens of millions of lives. The number 
of orphans, widows and inconsolable old people. 
The war left behind ruined cities and burnt- 
down villages, and destroyed industrial and cul- 
tural wealth. The economies of the countries 
that bore the brunt of the war effort were 
pushed back. And always and everywhere it was 
the working class, the ordinary working people, 
whose labour and intellect create everything that 
adorns our world, who suffered most. And who 
can determine how many gifted men were kil- 
led in the war? What advances in the realm of 
science and culture which could have brought 
happiness to mankind never took place? 

Indeed, one must be either a madman or a 
misanthrope to sing the praises of another war 
which could wipe off the surface of the Earth 
entire nations and states and leave to the fu- 
ture generation, if, indeed there are any, radio- 
active ruins, poisoned air, burnt-out forests and 
plains and dried-up rivers. Scientists estimate 


1 Red Flag, November 14, 1973. 
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that the worldwide slocks of nuclear explosives 
in terms of TNT run into several dozens of tons 
for each man, woman and child. 

Posadas’ claims that the socialist countries 
(“workers stales”) ought to use nuclear wea- 
pons to settle their historic account with capi- 
talism and bring nearer the “communist tomor- 
row” for all of mankind, sound just monstrous. 
One can dearly see, that lie echoes Trotsky s 
ideas of the “revolutionary wars.” In an article 
that appeared in the newspaper Die Arbeiterstim 
me in Federal Germany a short while ago Posa- 
das openly called for the “expansion and expoit 

of revolution.” 1 . 

Posadas is surprised that the Soviet Union s 
nuclear weapons are stockpiled and not used, 
lie calls for their use “for the benefit of social- 
ism.” 

The Soviet Union, certainly, has large stocks 
of nuclear weapons and the socialist countries 
pay the necessary attention to improving their 
military equipment. Yet they are doing so to 
protect their own security, to preserve peace 
and not to engineer aggression against anyone. 
The aggressive imperialist circles arc aware that 
in our time one cannot unleash a destructive 
world war with impunity. And since the socialist 
countries themselves have nuclear and other 
powerful weapons, this fact is sure to have a 
sobering effect on the trigger-happy militarists 
who are still hell-bent on plunging mankind 
into a universal holocaust. 

The Soviet people and the other socialist na- 
tions are compelled to spend a good deal ot mo- 


1 Die Arbeilerstimme, July 30, 1972. 
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ney on the development of military equipment. 
They have to deny themselves a number of 
things since nuclear weapons are far from unex- 
pensive. They are prepared to do this because 
they realize their historic responsibility for the 
destinies of socialism, peace and social progress. 
They act in this way because they are aware 
that peace grants the most favourable condi- 
tions for the construction of socialism and com- 
munism and for the life and struggle of millions 
of working people all over the world. 

Mr. Posadas and his fellow-Trotskyists fail 
to understand the Soviet people and their aspi- 
rations when they come out with their advice 
for “a preventive nuclear war” against other 
countries. The Soviet people are educated in the 
spirit of internationalism and respect for other 
nations. The idea of imposing their social sys- 
tem on anyone by military force is alien to them. 
They believe that nations themselves must 
choose their social systems, without interference. 

The socialist countries are convinced that 
more and more nations will take the road they 
are following. They believe that the only reli- 
able way of encouragement is the force of their 
own positive example. Socialism is established 
not by wars of conquest but by the emancipated 
labour of free people changing the structure of 
society and bringing new, genuinely humanita- 
rian ideas into the world. 

The foreign policy of the socialist countries 
answers the strivings and aspirations of the 
mass of the working people. It is a humane po- 
licy, showing concern for those to whom wars 
bring nothing but suffering and privations. 

As for the “super-revolutionary” Posadas, he 
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regards this profoundly humane policy of so- 
cialism as another crime. In 1968 he claimed, 
for instance, that humanism was “a principle of 
bourgeois life, arising out of the instinct of self- 
preservation.” 1 

This of course is not true. Genuine working 
class humanism— and this is what the socialist 
countries stand for — is not based on the instinct 
of self-preservation. It is based on uncompromis- 
ing struggle against social humiliation, the ex- 
ploitation of man by man, the notorious formu- 
la of capitalist society “man is to man a wolf, - ' 
and the attempts of capitalist propaganda to 
lead man into a narrow world of selfish interests 
and desires. Socialist humanism asserts the su- 
preme principles of the love of mankind and 
respect lor the labouring man. It “takes up the 
sword” when there is an attempt to trample un- 
derfoot the rights of the working man. Assist- 
ance to the peoples fighting for their social 
emancipation, solidarity with the states that 
have brought down colonial rule, and action 
against the attempts at imperialist aggression in 
the various parts of the world — all these are also 
the manifestations of socialist humanism which 
is indivisibly linked with working class interna- 
tionalism. 

However, the Trotskyists do not confine them- 
selves to generalities about a “preventive nu- 
clear war.” They are also trying to circulate in- 
stigatory “recommendations” on specific world 
problems. 

When the Vietnamese people were fighting 
against the US intervention, the Paris Secreta- 


1 Revista Alarxista Latinoamericana, 1968, No. 14, p. 207. 
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riat of the “Fourth International” issued an ap- 
peal “to bring the Soviet Air Force into action 
on a mass scale.” 1 It is not hard to see what 
these “recommendations” were driving at. 

In 1972 a British Trotskyist newspaper circu- 
lated the following appeal: “The Soviets must 
make an appeal and a warning to the American 
masses and bomb the factories of the United 
States, to destroy all the factories, the places of 
concentration of atomic arms, the steel facto- 
ries, the arms factories. To say to the American 
masses: ‘We will put all this back rapidly after- 
wards. But we want to destroy the power of mi- 
litary action of a small Yankee clique which acts 
in a way foreign to all human sentiments, and 
which goes towards capitalist madness.’ ” 2 

The Trotskyists are not less outspoken in the 
“recommendations” they give on the Middle 
East and the question of the Israeli aggression 
against Arab peoples. Back in 1968 the follow- 
ers of Posadas, urging the Soviet Union to use 
nuclear weapons, claimed: “The masses feel 
that the war is coming, they live it every day, 
they are not afraid. For that reason in the Mid- 
dle East they are not afraid. Let the atomic war 
come.” 3 

Neither Posadas nor other Trotskyists have 
ever said a word ever since about the fact that 
they were wrong in making such utterances. 
And if they reiterate them less frequently nowa- 
days, this is done for purely tactical reasons. 
Posadas, for instance, who has found certain 


1 Quatrieme Internationale , 1965, No. 25, p. 6. 

2 Red Flay, May 4, 1972. 

3 European Marxist Review , 1968, No. 1, p. 5. 
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sympathetic audiences in Latin America, can- 
not but realize that propagating such ideas in 
West European countries is not going to bring 
any political dividends. And since his followers 
have been trying hard since the beginning of 
the seventies to set up their groups in Western 
Europe, too, the advocacy of nuclear war has 
been pushed to a certain extent in»o the back- 
ground. There it can wait till a more opportune 
time. 

Although the Trotskyists now prefer to hold 
their tongue and not frighten people off with 
praises of nuclear war, they make no secret of 
their interest in generating outright military 
conflicts. The French Trotskyists, for instance, 
accuse the Soviet Union of “being in constant 
fear of a proletarian revolution developing in the 
Middle East.” 1 Representatives of yet another 
international Trotskyist group, the supporters of 
the so-called London International Committee, 
charge that “the Soviet Union and the United 
States arc in open collaboration to enforce a 
deal at the expense of the Arab revolution in the 
Middle East.” 2 

However, it would be wrong to think that 
such statements reveal the Trotskyists' concern 
about a just settlement of the Middle East con- 
flicts. They couldn’t care less about the genuine 
interests of the Arab peoples. In fact, the Trot- 
skyists appeal for the overthrow of the progres- 
sive regimes in Arab countries. And as a cover- 
up, they claim that this reactionary appeal is 
made in the interests of the revolution. The Ame- 


1 Informations ouvrieres, 1974, No. 640, p. 9. 

2 Workers Press, December 28, 1973. 
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rican Trotskyists, who publish the Young ^Social- 
ist newspaper, alleged in February, 1974 that 
the leaders of the Arab states “have no inten- 
tions of leading a resolute fight against either 
Zionism or imperialism.” 1 

Under the cover of Leftist phraseology the 
Trotskyists want to divert the Arabs’ attention 
from the danger posed by the Israeli military 
supported by outside imperialist forces. It is 
plain enough who stands to gain, under the cir- 
cumstances, from the Trotskyist appeals for in- 
ternecine strife and civil war in Arab countries. 
Such conflicts would only play into the hands 
of their enemies. 

The Paris Secretariat of the “Fourth Inter- 
national,” which finds its support chiefly among 
the Trotskyists in the West European countries 
has a different scheme to suggest to the social- 
ist countries: to use nuclear blackmail against 
other nations. As far back as 1963 this inter- 
national Trotskyist group insisted that mankind 
should be faced with the dilemma of choosing 
“between socialism and atomic death, between 
whether there would be a socialist world, or 
whether it would not exist at all.” 2 The Paris 
“strategic planners” do not believe, however, 
that things need necessarily come to a full-scale 
war. They claim it is enough to terrify some 
people for socialism to become reality. Indeed, 
it is hard to say whether these “recommenda- 
tions’* contain more political recklessness or 
more absurd fantasies. 

The question arises, naturally, as to why the 


1 Young Socialist, February, 1974, p. 12. 

2 Qualrieme Internationale, 1963, No. 19, p. 9. 
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Trotskyists are clamouring so much about “revo- 
lutionary nuclear war.” Why are they so belli- 
cose'? Are they really so brave? 

Of course, all this is the idle talk of irrespon- 
sible people who do not exert the slightest in- 
fluence on the course of world events. The Trot- 
skyists need such verbiage to show off their 
alleged “ultra-revolutionary spirit” and hit the 
headlines. The idea is to boost their own image. 

However, there is more to it than that. The 
main objective is to cast aspersions on the for- 
eign policy initiatives of the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries by talking loudly about 
their “overcaution” and “cowardice.” 

As often as not the Trotskyist newspapers 
themselves carry publications testifying that 
their pronouncements on war and peace are 
confused. For instance, a French Trotskyist 
newspaper printed the letter of a reader who 
was puzzled by the slogan “Down with peaceful 
coexistence” advanced by the “Fourth Interna- 
tional.” The reader observed that they could not 
possibly say they were for war as an alternative 
to peaceful coexistence. 1 

Yet the whole point is that the Trotskyists do 
not always speak out their mind. In fact they 
are either outright or slightly camouflaged war- 
mongers. And this is evident from their stand on 
the work for peace and a relaxation of world 
tension. 


1 Jeune Revolutionnaire , 1971, No. 26, p. 3. 
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HOW THE TROTSKYISTS HAMPER 
THE STRUGGLE FOR PEACE 


Never before did cannonade or gunfire find so 
quick and definite a response in the hearts and 
minds of people living dozens of thousands of 
miles away from the place where they had 
pulled the trigger or fired the artillery salvo. 

Unlike our forefathers who believed the Earth 
to be boundless and unshakeable, everybody has 
now understood that our planet is not so big 
after all. and that it is also very fragile. It is ne- 
cessary it turns out to protect this planet — for 
ourselves and for the generations to come. 

The phrase “the world is indivisible” is ex- 
pressed in many languages all over the globe. 
There was a time when wars raged on one con- 
tinent while people living on another continent 
knew nothing about them. Yet those days are 
gone by. People now realize that a war which 
has flared up at what was the other end of the 
world according to the old notions may soon 
rage on the threshold of their own home. 

The responsibility of states, governments and 
nations for the destiny of peace has become 
greater than ever before. And the only way to 
maintain peace is to organize the efforts of all 
those prepared to fight for peace. When the Ge- 
neral Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
Soviet Communist Party Leonid Brezhnev was 
addressing I he World Congress of Peace Forces 
in Moscow in October, 1973, he said. “I should 
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like to stress most emphatically that neither 
peace nor detente will descend on the world in 
the manner of some divine blessing. Peace and 
detente can only be the result of persistent and 
tireless struggle by all peace forces — the states, 
political parties and tendencies, public bodies 
and individuals— against everything resisting 
detente, imperilling peace and creating the dan- 
ger of war.” 

The past few years have been marked by the 
increased activity of the movement for peace. 
The Moscow Congress itself is a clear case in 
point. It was one of the most representative in- 
ternational forums. There were delegates from 
143 countries and from 1,100 national and 120 
international organizations. They represented 
the entire spectrum of present-day political ten- 
dencies. Among those taking part were Commu- 
nists, Social Democrats, members of revolution- 
ary democratic parties and national liberation 
movements, representatives of many other poli- 
tical parties, persons not affiliated to any party, 
atheists and believers. What united them was 
their profound interest in the cause of peace and 
the future of their nations. 

Representatives of the United Nations, its 
committees and specialized agencies, also took 
part in the work of the Moscow Congress. This 
fact showed that the objectives of the peace 
movement fully corresponded to the main goals 
and missions of the United Nations. 

Lenin once observed that “serious politics can 
only be promoted by the masses.” 1 This assess- 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 19, p. 436. 
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ment fully applies to the peace movement be- 
cause it has become the most massive movement 
of our time. 

The Communists are most active in this move- 
ment. They are in fact its vanguard. They 
regard the work for peace as one of their key 
political tasks. Their long-term programme was 
reflected in the decisions and statements of the 
International Meeting of Communist and Work- 
ers* Parties held in Moscow in 1969. The Meet- 
ing adopted an Appeal for Peace, which declar- 
ed: “In face of all trials we Communists have 
preserved our boundless devotion to Lenin's 
ideas of peace and friendship among nations. 
Today, as before, we shall struggle for these 
lofty aims of the whole of mankind together 
with all who oppose the policy of militarism, 
aggression and war. For these aims we are ready 
to develop contacts and co-operate with the 
most diverse public and political forces. 

“The unity of all progressive peace-loving for- 
ces is the demand of the day. United we shall 
ensure the triumph of the sacred cause of world 
peace.” 1 

The Trotskyists and similar pseudo-revolution- 
aries are trying to hinder the cohesion of the 
peace forces. Their “arguments” against the 
work for peace are rather standard and stereo- 
typed. Let us consider some of them in order 
to understand the harm of the Trotskyist con- 
cepts, “Leftist” in form and capitulatory in con- 
tent. 


1 International Meeting of Communist and Workers * Par 
lies , Moscow, I960, p. 50. 
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The Political Harm of the 
Trotskyist Tenet "Imperialism 
Will Not Give in" 


AU the currently existing Trotskyist interna- 
tional groups declare the work lor peace to he 
pointless. Their main argument is that it is im- 
possible to change the nature of imperialism. 
They claim that one cannot change militarism, 
and the drive for military adventures and vio- 
lence are inherent in imperialism. The leopard 
cannot change its spots, and therefore one 
should not spend time and effort on this job. 

The British Trotskyists adhering to the Posa- 
das group claim that “the war cannot be pre- 
vented, capitalism will not abandon making the 
war. It is going to do it anyway.” 1 The Italian 
Trotskyists concur with this view when they say 
that “imperialism has no interest in peace what- 
soever. It cannot stand peace.” 2 

One could cite many statements of this kind. 
All who belong to the “Fourth International 
have the same opinion on this question. 

In a bid to torpedo the peace movement, the 
Trotskyists arc selling their idea right, left and 
centre relying on the fact that, at first sight, 
their arguments seem rather convincing. Aet in 
fact their logic is basically wrong. 

No one is going to “re-educate” imperialism. 
The Communists are not ones to build castles in 
the air. They never hoped that imperialism 


1 Red Flag, June 22, 1973. 

2 Lotla operaia , March 15, 1972. 
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would change Us nature or give up its militarist 
designs. 

The idea is quite different: to put obstacles in 
the way of the imperialist militarist forces and 
compel them to give up their schemes. This is 
quite a realistic task, though it does require a 
great deal of effort and a high degree of vigi- 
lance and revolutionary determination. 

The most bellicose strategy planners and 
ideologists of imperialism have to take this into 
account. 

This change in the correlation of forces in 
international relations is the key to understand- 
ing the situation. To ignore this most impor- 
tant factor means to arrive at utterly wrong 
conclusions. 

And this is just what the Trotskyists do. In 
fact they repeat Trotsky’s capitulatory state- 
ments. In his attempt to discredit the Commun- 
ist Parties’ struggle for peace in the thirties, he 
kept saying that the fight was pointless and 
would lead nowhere. It has always been true 
that to declare the fight pointless is much easier 
than to fight. 

In search for arguments the Trotskyists have 
the nerve to appeal to Lenin’s prestige. For in- 
stance, an American Trotskyist newspaper, The 
Militant, wrote in July, 1973, that “Lenin’s view 
was that the cause of war was the capitalist 
system itself, and there could be no ‘lasting 
peace’ as long as the capitalist system continued 
to exist.” 1 As a result, the Trotskyists conclude 
that the work for peace and the policy of pre- 
venting war are “totally alien to Leninism.” The 


1 The Milit ant, July 0, 1973. p. 3 
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paper quotes the documents of the Communist 
International from the twenties which stated 
that without the revolutionary overthrow of im- 
perialism wars could not be prevented. 

Incidentally, the Trotskyists often resort to 
this method. In a bid to prove something, they 
turn to the statements and assessments of days 
long gone by and mechanically apply them to 
the present. 

However, the seventies are not the early twen- 
ties. At that time imperialism still played the 
predominant role in world affairs. The emer- 
gence of Soviet Russia did limit its sphere of 
action, but though the first proletarian state was 
able to defend its revolutionary gains at the cost 
of incredible efforts, it was too weak to exert 
serious influence on the march of world events. 
Although its voice, the voice of peace, was heard 
by working people in many countries, who as an 
expression of their solidarity participated in the 
“Hands off Soviet Russia” campaign, it had not 
yet been recognized by most of the capitalist 
countries de jure. Russia’s economic weight in 
the world was still insignificant. 

Now the situation is quite different. Imperia- 
lism has to take into account the existence of 
a socialist community that is powerful politi- 
cally, economically and militarily. It has to act 
cautiously in world affairs and stop to think 
whether "military adventures are not going to 
lead to serious complications in relations with 
the Soviet Union and its fraternal socialist coun- 
tries. 

There have also been changes in the conscious- 
ness of the broad mass of the people. History 
has taught people a good deal. The imperialist 
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reactionaries no longer find it as easy as pre- 
viously to deceive them, intoxicate them with 
chauvinism and nationalism and draw them into 
bloody wars. The fact that people have more 
grasp of politics is evident from the much broad- 
er popular support for the peace movement. 

The emergence of new states from the ruins 
of the old colonies and semi-colonies is also an 
important factor influencing the political situa- 
tion. These states oppose imperialist aggression 
and insist on non-interference in the domestic 
affairs of other countries. 

As far back as 1922 Lenin observed that most 
of the people in the world had woken and were 
beginning to move and that even the most “pow- 
erful*' imperialist states were unable to halt 
this process. These words sound as relevant as 
ever today, when we consider the current world 
political situation. 

The socialist countries and Communist Parties 
weighing all these vital aspects of international 
relations arrived at the conclusion, well-ground- 
ed both politically and scientifically, that, in the 
present-day situation, it was possible to prevent 
a third world war. 

The peoples become more and more convinced 
that their efforts for peace will be successful. 

Speaking at the World Congress of Peace For- 
ces in Moscow, Leonid Brezhnev said: “Our 
philosophy of peace is a philosophy of historical 
optimism. Though the present situation is com- 
plicated and contradictory, we are confident 
that the broad peace offensive now under way 
will be successful.” 

This optimism, Leonid Brezhnev observed, is 
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based on the following constant features of the 
international situation: a policy of peace, a fun- 
damental aspect of real socialism; the profound 
interest in a just and democratic peace of many 
of the Asian, African and Latin American states 
and peoples; the successes already achieved by 
the policy of peaceful coexistence; profound 
faith in the great life-affirming force of peace- 
loving working men — whether workers, farmers, 
or intellectuals — who make up the vast, over- 
whelming majority of the world's population; 
and profound belief in the strength and power 
of the peace movements. 

The Trotskyist dogmatists attack the Com- 
munists saying that “they have thrown out Le- 
nin's conception of the epoch as one of ‘impe- 
rialist wars and proletarian revolution.’ ” 1 The 
Trotskyists fail to understand that in our time 
the imperialist powers can no longer lay down 
their terms to the world as they used to do be- 
fore. Nor can they recarve the world to their 
liking. 

The French Trotskyists claim that the only 
formula unquestionable from the Marxist point 
of view is “revolution- war-revolution.” 2 Yet 
there is not a grain of Marxism in these reason- 
ings. While they are unquestionable from the 
point of view of Trotskyism, they have always 
been alien to the Marxist-Leninist understanding 
of the world revolutionary process. Genuine re- 
volutionaries never gave in to “ill late’ in the 


1 Workers Press, January 28, 1974. 

2 Lullc communist e, January 21, 1972. 
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past, and today they have much more reason 
to look ahead with optimism. 

Of course, the Communists never forget the 
treachery of imperialism and its aggressive na- 
ture. The socialist countries are far from com- 
placent. Their economic and military power is 
growing for the capitalist governments have so 
far failed to make any noticeable response to 
the Soviet appeals to general and complete dis- 
armament. 

The Communists urge people, above all, the 
working class in the capitalist countries, to be 
vigilant at all times. Karl Marx once observed 
that the duty of the working classes was to mas- 
ter the mysteries of international politics, to 
watch the diplomatic acts of their respective 
governments, and counteract them, if neces- 
sary. . . 1 This statement is now more relevant 
than ever before. 

The peace forces, led by the Communists, 
have thus a clear-cut programme of action. And 
what do the Trotskyists and similar pseudo-Left- 
ist “critics’' of the work for peace have to offer 
instead? In essense, they suggest a wait-and-see 
policy in anticipation of a war the imperialists 
are supposed to unleash. “Let’s put out the 
lights and plunge into darkness” — this is the 
whole “wisdom” of the Trotskyist standpoint. 
And it only plays into the hands of the impe- 
rialist reactionaries. What reveals this with par- 
ticular clarity is the Trotskyist drive to torpedo 
united action within the peace movement. 


1 See Marx and Kngels. Scl. Works, Vol. 2, p 18. 


62 


Trotskyist Subversive Activity 
Within the Peace Movement 


It might seem that llic Trotskyist elements 
have nothing to do in this movement. After all 
they despise it; they have their own, “special” 
attitude to the problems of war and peace, an 
attitude utterly incompatible with the objectives 
of the peace movement. Why, then, do they 
nevertheless join this movement? 

They do so in pursuit of their so-called policy 
of entrism. This Trotskyist term comes from the 
French verb entrer (to enter). The idea is to en- 
ter into various mass organizations in order to 
search for people who can be lured towards 
Trotskyism. 

In other words, the Trotskyists admit that the 
policy of “entrism” has nothing to do with the 
consolidation of the organizations they take in- 
terest in. On the contrary, the purpose is to un- 
dermine them from within by splitting them 
and drawing into the Trotskyist ranks those 
who lend themselves to brainwashing. In this 
way the Trotskyists hope to strengthen their 
groups and escape from their sectarian impo- 
tence. 

This policy determines the activities of the 
Trotskyists when they penetrate the peace move- 
ment in capitalist countries. Wherever the 
emissaries of the “Fourth International appear, 
they sow discord in a bid to paralyse this move- 
ment and lead it from its main objectives. 

The social composition, party affiliations and 
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political views of the members of the anti-war 
movement are far more diverse than in any 
other political movement. Here there is the 
ground for a diversity of views and the 
Trotskyists are quick to snatch at this opportu- 
nity. They are able to pursue their policy of en- 
trism here with better results than in other 
mass organizations. 

The anti-war movement has a so-called Left 
Radical wing consisting of young people who 
adopt a stance of “militant anti-imperialism:’ 
Such young people press for extreme tactics and 
resent the line of peaceful coexistence between 
states with different social systems. They advo- 
cate a pseudo-revolutionary policy of war brink- 
manship and reckless arms brandishing. Some 
of them believe that the Soviet Union ought to 
threaten to use nuclear missiles to “curb impe- 
rialism.” 

In other words, there are people in the anti- 
war movement, paradoxical as it may seem, who 
oppose the policy of consolidating peace and 
easing world tension. And it is above all to them 
that the Trotskyists appeal in their attempt to 
spread distrust for the foreign policy of the So- 
viet Union and other socialist countries. 

The Communists see that the Left Radical 
actions are opposing imperialism, and are thus 
trying to channel this great potential of energy 
and hatred of militarism into the single mass 
anti-war struggle. The Communists do not shut 
their eyes to the Left-extremist mistakes and 
the traces of anti-Sovietism and anti-commun- 
ism in such people’s outlook and moods. Yet 
the Marxist-Leninists do establish contacts with 
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them being confident that such views are tem- 
porary and transient and can be outgrown. 

The Trotskyists are out to achieve something 
different. They intend to cash in on the nega- 
tive sides of the Left Radical sector in the anti- 
war movement. They would like to stimulate its 
sterile extremism and add fuel to the anti-Soviet 
and anti-communist fire. The idea is to channel 
the Left Radical anti-war action away from the 
struggle against imperialism. The “Fourth In- 
ternational” believes, not without reason, that 
from this there would be only one step to some 
of them joining Trotskyist groups. 

While setting themselves these tasks, the Trot- 
skyists do not limit themselves to spreading ca- 
pitulatory ideas about the hopelessness of the 
work for peace. They accuse the Soviet Union 
and other socialist countries of seeking to re- 
channel the peace movement into the orbit of 
what they describe as “bourgeois pacifism” and 
subordinate it to their foreign policy interests. 

To prevent this from happening, the Trot- 
skyists claim, it is necessary to have a “radical” 
peace movement, which would become a “revo- 
lutionary alternative.” As far back as 1963 a 
Trotskyist congress held by the Paris Secretariat 
of the “Fourth International” adopted a resolu- 
tion under the heading The International Situa- 
tion and Our Tasks. The resolution underlined 
that it was vital to “orientate peace supporters 
towards political solutions based on the seizure 
of power by the working class movement.” 

This drive is virtually aimed at undermining 
the peace movement because it alienates those 
numerous supporters who are working to ward 
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otT the threat of nuclear war while not shar- 
ing communist views. Moreover, a certain sec- 
tion of the population in the capitalist countries 
still hesitates to join the peace movement under 
the influence of imperialist propaganda depict- 
ing it as a pro-communist one. Under the cir- 
cumstances the Trotskyist Leftist outbursts are 
only helping the imperialist reactionaries to 
disorganize the peace movement. 

Of course, the Trotskyists are far from think- 
ing that they will be able to impose their ex- 
treme Leftist views on the world peace move- 
ment. What they want is to attract those who 
tend towards extremism. Moreover, by taking 
this stand it is easier for them to accuse the 
Communists of trying to turn the peace move- 
ment into a bourgeois pacifist one. To back up 
this charge, they point to the fact that Com- 
munists do co-operate with pacifists within the 
anti-war movement. 

In doing so. the Trotskyists deliberately con- 
fuse the two things: the communist attitude to 
capitalist ideology and their attitude to those 
individuals who. though adhering to bourgeois 
pacifist views, declare their readiness to join the 
peace movement. While not budging an inch 
from principled and uncompromising struggle 
against an alien ideology, the Communists enter 
into political contacts with those who sincerely 
desire peace so long as this desire merges with 
the common struggle against militarism. 

The march of events has again and again de- 
monstrated the danger of bourgeois pacifist 
ideology. The people influenced by this ideology 
pay lip-service to the condemnation of war, but 
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remain passive and inactive. It is common know- 
ledge that the aggressive imperialist circles 
and their ideologists have more than once used 
pacifist illusions for their own aims. 

The Communists firmly reject the hypocriti- 
cal. Pharisaical ideology of bourgeois pacifism. 
^ et they never refuse to co-operate with those 
who, because of their political short-sightedness, 
are captives of this ideology. The Communists 
always bear in mind what Lenin had to say on 
the subject. “It is obviously by no means a mat- 
ter of indifference to us, ?? he once observed, 
“whether we shall deal with those people from 
the bourgeois camp who are inclined to settle 
the problem by war, or with those who are in- 
clined towards pacifism, even the worst kind of 
pacifism, which from the communist viewpoint 
will not stand the slightest criticism.” 1 

The extent of the harm the Trotskyists are 
doing by their appeals to keep away from the 
anti-war movement because of its alleged “bour- 
geois pacifism*' was revealed by the attitude of 
various groups of the “Fourth International' ’ to 
the worldwide solidarity campaign against US 
aggression in Vietnam. Some of the Trotskyist 
groups heaped abuse on this movement. The so- 
called “International Committee of the Fourth 
International'' claimed that “all those who cam- 
paign for peace in Vietnam . . . are thus acting 
in support of a particular variant of imperialist 
policy and they stand against the independent. 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Yol. 33, p. 264. 
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internationalist struggle of the working class.” 1 
British Trotskyists demanded that the “Com- 
munist Party’s ‘Peace in Vietnam’ campaign 
should be rejected by the working class move- 
ment." 2 Without limiting themselves to gene- 
ral appeals, the Trotskyists often tried to foil 
political actions in support of Vietnam. 

Shortly after American aggression in Viet- 
nam had begun, the Trotskyists raised the slo- 
gan of setting up “new fronts” against the Unit- 
ed States. As became clear, the Soviet Union 
and other socialist countries were supposed to 
open these new fronts. That was another in- 
stance of the adventurist position that contem- 
porary Trotskyism has taken up on matters of 
war and peace. 

At the same time the Trotskyists insisted that 
the longer the Vietnam war lasted the more pos- 
sibilities it would give for the progress of the 
world revolution. Ignoring the Vietnamese ca- 
sualties, they were holding forth about the need 
to fight until “American imperialism is exhaust- 
ed.” 

When peace supporters held their meetings in 
capitalist countries, Trotskyists used the occa- 
sion to circulate their leaflets. The leaflets con- 
tained extreme Leftist appeals and were intend- 
ed to throw the movement into confusion. 

For instance, when a youth festival was held 
in Helsinki in 1962, they stealthily circulated 
leaflets and pamphlets among the delegates 


1 International Correspondence , 1067, No. 1, p. 2. 

2 The Newsletter, March 6, 1968. 
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which they themselves described as intended “to 
explain that there cannot be peace on Earth, 
except in the event of the final victory of social- 
ism in the main capitalist countries, the USA 
and Great Britain.” It was, therefore, necessary 
to fight for world revolution “as the only solu- 
tion to the problem of peace.” Although the 
“Fourth International” had to admit that many 
of the delegates demonstratively tore up the lea- 
llets, it still urged Trotskyists to distribute simi- 
lar material during international forums of 
peace supporters. 1 

Trotskyists and Ihe extremist elements that 
work alongside them also tried to influence the 
young people at the Ninth International Youth 
Festival in Sofia in 1968. Their efforts however 
were repulsed in fitting style. 

And when the Berlin youth festival was held 
in 1973 they clamoured that “it is . . . peaceful 
coexistence with world imperialism which is 
stopping the victory of the Vietnamese workers 
and peasants.” 2 They were enraged because ex- 
tremist views failed to win support at the Berlin 
festival and because the majority of the young 
people were in agreement with the policy of 
strengthening peaceful coexistence. 

As for their methods, they can be seen from 
the activities of the Trotskyists in the peace 
movement in the United States. It has become 
routine practice there for Trotskyists to partici- 
pate in local events or meetings whenever pos- 
sible to impose their programme. When some of 


1 Quatrieme Internationale, 1962, No. 17, pp. 33-39. 

2 Keep Left, August 11, 1973. 
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the participants, indignant over such an unscru- 
pulous manner leave the gathering. Trotskyists 
believe this is all to the good because this way 
they can capture the initiative which is one step 
Irom seizing control over a particular organiza- 
tion. 

N\ herever Trotskyists gain a measure of suc- 
tess as they did in the case of the American 
National Peace Action Coalition — they seek to 
use the chance to pursue their own objectives. 

I hey claim that a number of leading members 
of the given organization have taken the initia- 
tive starting the campaign in question and use 
their names without their permission. 

In the United States Trotskyists infiltrated 
the leadership of another anti-war body, the 
Student Mobilization Committee. They poisoned 
it with absurd Leftist formulas and paralysed its 
activities. 

In Canada they concentrated their subversive 
ellorts on the anti-war student movement 
Their splitting and subversive activities, and 
those of the Maoists and other extremist groups. 
ha\e seriously narrowed popular support for 
the peace movement there. 1 

One of the methods adopted by the Trotsky- 
ists to throw the anti-war movement into ideolo- 
gical contusion is to make slanderous attacks 
on the important foreign policy initiatives the 
socialist countries have been taking over the 

last few years and on the policy of easing world 
tension. 


See N Freed and J. Bizzel. Ultra-Leftist Trends in Cana- 
da, p. lot. 
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CHAPTER IV 


ATTACKS ON DETENTE MASKED BY 
PSEUDO-REVOLUTIONARY PHRASES 

The Demand of the Time: 
Make Detente Irreversible 


The seventies are sure to be seen as a mile- 
stone in world history. It would be hard to think 
of another time when such a series of measures, 
aimed at easing tension and settling political 
issues which seemed insoluble just a short while 
ago were passed. The Soviet Union and other so- 
cialist countries have concluded inter-state trea- 
ties with Federal Germany. Agreement has 
been reached on the status of West Berlin in 
terms of international law. The blockade of the 
German Democratic Republic collapsed and the 
republic received widespread diplomatic recog- 
nition. Soviet relations with France and a num- 
ber of other West European countries have 
been further improved. The Soviet Union and 
the United States concluded a series of import- 
ant treaties and agreements, including the Agree- 
ment on the Prevention of Nuclear War and the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and other political documents. The US 
government recognized the principle of peaceful 
coexistence as the basis of relations with the So- 
viet Union. And this list of the most important 
changes in international relations that took 
place in the seventies is far from complete. 
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1 lie termination of the Vietnam war deserves 
special mention as an outstanding victory for 
the peace forces. Just a short while ago it had 
seemed that there was no way out of the pro- 
tracted military conflict caused by the American 
aggressors attempts to bring the heroic Vietna- 
mese people down to their knees. People every- 
where breathed a sigh of relief when they learn- 
ed that this conflict, too, which looked insolu- 
ble. had been finally resolved by political means. 

I he international political climate is not only 
a sum-total of the political actions carried out by 
various countries. The mood of the people, their 
certainty, or on the contrary, uncertainty about 
the peaceful future is also important. And there 
have been fundamental changes in this field, too. 

Here is just one example that illustrates how 
pessimistic people were about the outlook for 
peace just a short time ago. The French Public 
Opinion Institute, which publishes the Sondages 
magazine, once conducted a poll together with 
its opposite numbers from other capitalist coun- 
tries. The question was: Do you think 1972 will 
be a year of major international conflicts or do 
you think that conflicts could be avoided? In 
I ranee .33 per cent of those polled said, yes, 
1972 will be a year of major conflicts. In other 
countries the percentage of the yes answers was 
even higher. In West Germany it was 38 per 
cent, in Sweden 40 per cent, in Finland 43 per 
cent, in Japan 46 per cent, and in Britain 61 per 
cent. 1 

Such results cannot but give food for thought. 


' S°ndages. Revue franchise de I’opinion publique, 1972 
I>o. 4, p. 8. 
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The poll was conducted among the “common 
people,” that is, working people, and not in the 
ministers' offices or parliamentary lobbies. The 
figures reflected the nervous tension and fear 
of the future that weighed hard on people’s 
hearts and minds and had been maintained in 
every way by official propaganda throughout 
the long years of the cold war. 

To deliver the people from this fear is surely 
a highly commendable goal. All those who are 
fighting for peace are now working to achieve 
this objective. 

Of course, it is not easy to solve world pro- 
blems, overcome the inertia of the cold war, 
and oppose the militarist circles which are try- 
ing to block the path to a more stable peace 
and universal security. 

The Middle East situation cannot also but 
cause concern. The agreement on the disen- 
gagement of Arab and Israeli forces is an impor- 
tant step towards preventing a new military 
conflict. Yet this is a half-measure, and the only 
solution that will stabilize the situation is the 
withdrawal of the Israeli troops from the cap- 
tured Arab lands, and the satisfaction of the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people. 

In other words, although many world prob- 
lems have been solved, there are still many un- 
solved. Whether the present achievements are 
lasting or not, however, depends on what fur- 
ther progress is made along this road. 

The improvements taking place in world re- 
lations mark only the beginning of the advance 
towards a lasting peace and reliable interna- 
tional security. An enormous amount of work 
lies ahead. If this is to be successful the opposi- 
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lion of the cold war advocates must be crushed. 
This is the only way to preserve the new deve- 
lopments. to achieve the international relations 
for which everyone hopes, and to make inter- 
national detente stable and irreversible. 

This objective, which meets the interests of 
all humanity, is also organically linked with the 
long-term interests of the socialist countries and 
the world communist movement. Lenin observed 
back in 1920 that “any peace ...will open 
channels for our influence a hundred times 
wider. 1 Nowadays this idea of Lenin is as rele- 
vant as ever. 

At the same time there is no “trap*' here as 
some over-suspicious capitalist propagandists 
claim. Some people would like to picture the fo- 
reign policy of peace as a “soul-catching” 
manoeuvre to gain unilateral advantages for the 
socialist community and the communist move- 
ment. 

However, such arguments can only come from 
those who are trying to hamper positive chan- 
ges in international relations and return man- 
kind to the period of the cold war (from which 
there is only one step to a hot war). If peace is 
preserved and consolidated, this will not give 
unilateral advantages to any party. The ones 
who stand to gain are all who appreciate and 
love life, with all its complexities of creative en- 
deavour and difficulties of struggle. And the only 
ones who stand to lose are a clique of reckless 
imperialist “hawks prepared to plunge man- 
kind into a thermonuclear war. So if there is 
a.ny trap, it is one for the enemies of peace. 

1 Lenin. Coll. Works , Vol. 30, p. 453. 
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Of late the pscudo-Leftist critics of interna- 
tional detente have also been having their say. 
The view that international detente “freezes” 
world revolutionary development and allegedly 
perpetuates the social status quo has become 
fairly widespread. Such views are aired by 
Trotskyists and also by the Maoist, anarchist 
and other extreme Leftist groups which act with 
them. They are doing all they can to discredit 
the progress achieved in the work for peace and 
hamper further international detente. 


Is Detente Leading to the 
"Preservation of the Social 
Status Quo?" 


The idea is far from being new. It was ad- 
vanced by Trotsky back in July, 1939. In one of 
his articles intended to “expose” the policy of 
peaceful coexistence he alleged that the Soviet 
Union, while working for peace, wanted nothing 
else but to “come to the defence of the status 
quo.*' 1 Trotsky clamoured about the Soviet 
Union's desire to fence itself off within its na- 
tional boundaries and pursue a narrow-minded 
nationalist policy. 

These ideas echoed the calls for “revolution- 
ary wars” and “the export of revolution.” And 
since the Soviet Union was far from pursuing 
this policy but, on the contrary, was working 
against the danger of war, it followed according 


1 Writings of Leon Trotsky (1938-39), New York, 1969, 
p. 29. 
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to Trotsky's logic (and he did not recognize any 
other logic but his own) that the Soviet Union 
gave more thought to preserving the social sta- 
tus quo than to revolution. 

However, the almost sixty years of Soviet 
power show that the Trotskyist tenet is false. 
How can one say the Soviet people have been 
thinking of preserving the social status quo when 
they have always helped the other nations fol- 
lowing the socialist road and always resolutely 
sided with liberation struggle? How can one say 
the Soviet Union is interested in the social sta- 
tus quo when it has always worked with the 
other socialist countries to create a favourable 
climate for the world revolutionary movement? 
And last but not least, the fact that the Soviet 
Union helped many countries to build a new, so- 
cialist society after the Second World War re- 
futes the Trotskyist lies about a “narrow-mind- 
ed nationalist policy.” 

Trotsky's present-day followers love to juggle 
with words in composing their slanderous at- 
tacks. They deliberately falsify objective pro- 
cesses taking place in the world. Their pseudo- 
theory states that the countries that have broken 
away from the capitalist system ought to be in 
a constant state of military conflict with the 
outside world and, they claim, that recognition 
by socialist states of the sovereignty and terri- 
torial integrity of other countries is nothing else 
but a “policy to preserve the status quo.” Hence 
the conclusion that the Soviet Union is afraid of 
“the growing prospects for revolution.” 1 

Here, too. the Trotskyists resort to sophistry. 

1 Workers Press , January 28, 1974. 
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There are quite concrete territorial borders di- 
viding the socialist and the capitalist countries 
which reflect the results of preceding class bat- 
tles. The Marxist-Leninists are sure that during 
the period of peaceful coexistence more social- 
ist countries will make their appearance. Yet 
such development is going to take place not by 
imposing socialism from the outside but in ac- 
cordance with the objective laws governing the 
class struggle in these countries. The interna- 
tional working class will continue to wage this 
struggle, and detente, far from restricting its 
possibilities, creates more favourable conditions 
for it. 

The Leftist critics of detente claim that the 
Soviet Union and the Communist Parties trans- 
fer the concept of peaceful coexistence from 
the sphere of inter-state relations to the sphere 
of the class struggle in individual capitalist 
countries. This is one of their most persistent 
inventions. The Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries are pictured as peacemakers seeking 
to iron out class conflicts and prevent the revo- 
lutionary overthrow of capitalism. The Trots- 
kyists consequently are calling for a fight aga- 
inst the theory of peaceful coexistence and par- 
liamentary roads to socialism. 1 

However, their “argument” is utterly false. 

First, even a cursory glance at the documents 
produced by the international meetings of Com- 
munist and Workers’ Parties reveals that they 
are far from the idea of extending the principle 
of peaceful coexistence in the relations between 
states to those between classes. For instance, 


1 See Workers Press, January 29, 1974. 
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the Moscow Meeting of Communist and Work- 
ers' Parties held in 1969 adopted a document on 
the tasks of the struggle against imperialism at 
the present stage and the united action of the 
Communist and Workers' Parties and all the 
anti-imperialist forces. The document points 
out that “the policy of peaceful coexistence does 
not contradict the right of any oppressed people 
to fight for its liberation by any means it con- 
siders necessary — armed or peaceful. This policy 
in no way signifies support for reactionary re- 
gimes." 

“The attempts of imperialism to overcome its 
internal contradictions by building up interna- 
tional tension and creating hotbeds of wars are 
hampered by the policy of peaceful coexistence. 
This policy does not imply either the preserva- 
tion of the socio-political status quo or a weak- 
ening of the ideological struggle." 1 

So it is evident that when the Leftists cry 
“plague on both of your peaceful houses, peace- 
ful coexistence and the peaceful road to revolu- 
tion." they confuse two doors. One door leads 
to inter-state relations, and in this sphere the 
principle of peaceful coexistence holds good 
until revolution wins throughout the world. The 
other door leads to the specific forms of settling 
class conflicts dictated by concrete historical 
situations in various countries. To confuse the 
two means either to falsify facts deliberately or 
to show one's ignorance. 

Second, the I rotskvists and other pseudo-Left- 


1 International Meeting of Communist and Workers' Par- 
ties, Moscow , 1969. Prague, 1969, p. 31. 
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ists are equally wrong when they claim that in- 
ternational detente makes the Communist Par- 
ties of capitalist countries more cautious and 
prompts them to adopt a conciliatory stand to- 
wards their class enemies. 

It was during the effort to bring about detente 
that in a number of countries, including France, 
Britain, Federal Germany, Belgium, the United 
States and Japan, the Communist Parties held 
their national congresses. And a close look at the 
documents passed at these congresses reveals 
that the communist programmes are now incre- 
asingly taking the attack and suggesting more 
diverse forms of the class struggle. The role the 
Communists play in organizing anti-imperialist 
actions on a national scale is steadily growing. 

Unlike the Leftist critics the Communists are 
in the midst of the class struggle. They show by 
their action that detente, far from impeding the 
progress of the anti-imperialist movement, is 
helping it. 

Third, the revolutionary experience of the 
seventies refutes the Leftist claim that detente 
is a poor basis for class struggle. During these 
years the social programme of the anti-imperia- 
list revolutionary struggle has deepened and sup- 
port for it has widened. The vigorous cam- 
paigns launched by the working class in Britain, 
the United States, Federal Germany, Canada 
and the Scandinavian countries indicate that the 
workers are stepping up their activity in every 
citadel of capitalism. These actions have explod- 
ed once and for all the capitalist lie about “so- 
cial harmony” and the Leftist opportunist clap- 
trap about the “stagnation of the working class 
movement.” More and more sections of blue and 
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white collar workers are joining the anti-impe- 
rialist movement. 

The Moscow Meeting of Communist and 
Workers' Parties held in HUH) pointed out that 
the working class activity in a number of capita- 
list countries foreshadowed fresh class battles. 
Such battles, the Meeting observed, could lead to 
fundamental social changes, to a socialist revo- 
lution. and the establishment by working class, 
in alliance with other sections of the working 
people, of its power. 

Consequently, the march of events refutes the 
lies of the pseudo-revolutionaries, who claim 
that international detente leads to the preserva- 
tion of the social status quo. And it is the impe- 
rialist reactionaries who profit from these lies. 

These lies sow distrust for the socialist coun- 
tries' foreign policy and impede the cohesion of 
the anti-war forces on the basis of a common co- 
ordinated peace programme. Since the Trotsky- 
ists are able to influence certain elements in the 
non-working class sections of society which 
tend towards Left extremism, these elements 
are led away from the struggle against the im- 
perialist reactionaries and militarists. What is 
more, the Trotskyists are seeking to channel this 
energy into a fight against the foreign policy 
initiatives of the socialist countries which are 
aimed at promoting detente. 

Significantly, imperialist propaganda while 
going out of its way to discredit the socialist 
countries’ foreign policy regards the Trotskyist 
attacks as its “second front.” The apologists of 
imperialism, and the Trotskyists and similar 
pseudo-revolutionary ideologists have different 
audiences, but their purpose is the same. They 
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arc counteracting the socialist countries’ foreign 
policy and doing their utmost to torpedo de- 
tente. 

The Trotskyist lies about the communist 
etTorts to extend detente to the inter-class rela- 
tions in the capitalist countries are also aimed at 
dividing the fighters against imperialism. The 
idea is to slander the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties, the vanguard revolutionary force, and 
discredit them in the eyes of the people. By so 
doing the Trotskyists torpedo the workers’ class 
struggle all over the world and impede revolu- 
tionary progress. This is the only result of their 
provocative insistence that one can fight against 
imperialism on some anti-communist basis. 

The Trotskyists, in employing their wide range 
of refined and false propaganda stunts, in- 
cluding the pseudo-revolutionary clamour about 
the “Communist interest in preserving the social 
status quo,” are in fact giving invaluable help 
to the imperialist reactionaries. In fact the 
Trotskyists themselves have long since become 
an integral part of the very same capitalist 
system whose destruction they advocate so 
much — but only in words. 

Who Needs the Lie About the 
"Collusion of the Two Super- 
powers" and Why 

The opponents of detente resort to all kinds 
of tricks. They are leaning over backwards to 
find more and more arguments to discredit the 
efforts of the Soviet Union and its allies. 
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One of the most “popular" arguments is the 
lie about the “collusion of the two superpowers,” 
the Soviet Union and the United States. It is 
significant that this propaganda gimmick is 
being used by groups and forces of the most 
diverse political tendencies. For instance, the 
reactionary press is trumpetting about the “col- 
lusion”; respectable members of parliament are 
also talking a great deal about the problem. The 
US allies in NATO are whispering about it be- 
hind the Pentagon s back. Both Right- and Left- 
wing extremists are holding forth on the issue, 
and the Peking propaganda has joined in as 
well. 

It is now hard to say who was the first to put 
about the propaganda swindle about the “col- 
lusion.” But it suits many tastes. 

The reason for this is plain enough. The lie 
is intended for general consumption. The op- 
ponents of detente see its “value” in the fact 
that it hurts such feelings as national dignity 
and the natural desire of countries, big and 
small, to maintain their independence. Those, 
who spread the idea of “collusion,” draw a pic- 
ture of the world as a chess-board where chess- 
men are being moved by the two players, the 
Soviet Union and the United States. And who 
won’t take offence when told that he is nothing 
but a pawn in somebody else’s game? 

The Trotskyists have likewise made a lot of 
noise about the “collusion of the two superpow- 
ers.” Yet unlike the reactionary capitalist pro- 
pagandists, who are playing on nationalist feel- 
ing. they are cashing in on the fact that their 
audience is prone to Left extremism. Their me- 
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thod is very close to that of the Maoists. The 
“arguments” of both have much in common. 

The London-based Maoist group is putting out 
a magazine, The Marxist , in which it was said 
some time ago that “the strategic interest of the 
Soviet revisionists is opposed to revolution all 
over the world. They have a common interest 
with the US imperialists in preserving the res- 
pective spheres of domination.” 1 

Since the Trotskyists have long been slander- 
ing the Soviet Union, accusing it of “reluctance 
to speed up the revolution,” they were quick to 
snatch at the lies about the “two superpowers.” 
Like the Chinese leaders, they also claim that 
the USA and the USSR want to divide the world 
between them. 

The Trotskyists serve as an example of how 
extreme Left phraseology can be combined with 
key tenets of capitalist propaganda. It is clear, 
for instance, from where they have borrowed 
their idea of the world as a sum-total of states 
differing only in their economic potentials and 
not according to the social systems to which they 
belong. 

In making a fuss about the “two superpowers 
and approaching the policies of the Soviet Union 
and the United States with the same yardstick, 
the Trotskyists deliberately ignore the two coun- 
tries’ different class and social systems. The con- 
cept of the “two superpowers” serves to hush up 
the key factor, namely, that one of them is a so- 
cialist country while the other is an imperialist 
power. 

Of course, when talking about the Soviet 


1 The Marxist , London, 1969, No. 10, p. 1. 
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Union and the United States, it is possible to 
compare like categories, such as the state of 
the economy, the performance of various indus- 
tries, living standards, scientific and technologi- 
cal progress, cultural advancement, etc. In this 
case we can use the same method of statistics 
and simple comparison, something which applies 
to all countries without exception. 

However, this method becomes absolutely un- 
suitable and basically wrong when extended to 
the political field. In this case there is no room 
for simple comparison or pure arithmetic. The 
actions of socialist and capitalist governments 
in the realm of politics are completely different. 
For instance, it was the United States that 
launched an intervention against the Vietnamese 
people while it was the Soviet Union that helped 
the heroic Vietnamese to fight back. American 
imperialism always and everywhere hatches in- 
trigues and conspiracies against the revolution- 
ary and liberation movements while the Soviet 
Union has been opposing constantly the Ameri- 
can interference in other peoples’ affairs. 

Does this mean that the Soviet Union ought 
not to have any relations with the United Sta- 
tes? Lenin in his day ridiculed the very idea of 
raising such a question. He observed that the 
absence of relations was inconceivable if we 
wanted to live here on Earth and not fly to the 
Moon. 1 He more than once insisted on expand- 
ing contacts, including economic ties with the 
United States. Lenin stated in an interview 
granted to The Chicago Daily News on October 
5, 1919: “We are decidedly for an economic 


1 See Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 27, p. 71. 
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understanding with America — with all coun- 
tries but especially with America.” 1 

The Soviet Union has always been in favour 
of normal relations with the United States. This 
policy stems from the principles of peaceful 
coexistence between countries with different so- 
cial systems. And if the relations between the 
Soviet Union and the United States have not 
always been normal, it was never through the 
fault of the Soviet Union. 

In present-day conditions it is impossible to 
ease world tension without normalizing Soviet- 
American relations. Nowadays such normaliza- 
tion is a vital part of the overall trend towards 
reducing the danger of war and developing 
peaceful and equitable co-operation among na- 
tions. 

The Trotskyist talk about “collusion” reflects 
the traditional line of attacking any steps aimed 
at improving relations between the Soviet Union 
and capitalist countries with slander and deni- 
gration. The sterile dogma of the Trotskyist 
theory of permanent revolution could never al- 
low for any talks with capitalist representatives. 
The Trotskyists have never recognized any 
other form of transactions but armed struggle. 
The rest was denounced as a “conciliation with 
imperialism.” 

There is hardly a trick the Trotskyists have 
not used in a bid to slander the Soviet Union s 
foreign policy. For instance, they draw a paral- 
lel between the Soviet-American agreements and 
the Soviet-German Treaty of 1939. In their view, 
there is no difference between the two since 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 30, p. 51. 
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both are described as concessions to imperialism 
and a betrayal of the revolution, etc. 

However, it is apparent that such analogies 
and charges arc far-fetched, to say the least. The 
world political situation, the balance of class 
forces in the world and the Soviet Union s own 
position — all this is quite different from what it 
was back in 1939. And it is only those wrapt in 
scholasticism who fail to see the difference. 

In 1939 the Soviet Union was unable to pre- 
vent the imperialist forces from preparing and 
unleashing a world war. All it could do was to 
take great efforts to put off Hitler s attack for 
at least some time and prevent the emergence 
of imperialist military alliance directed against 
itself. The treaty with Germany concluded in 
1939 enabled the Soviet Union to take a series 
of vital measures to build up its defences. 

Now the situation is quite different. Socialism 
has become so powerful that it can compel even 
its most aggressive enemies to show respect for 
its foreign policy, to recognize the principles of 
peaceful coexistence, and to give up their mili- 
tarist designs. 

The active diplomacy of the socialist countries 
is making peaceful coexistence stable and effec- 
tive. The victories scored in this peace offensive 
are not less important than the ones gained on 
the battlefield, since they also help to consoli- 
date the forces of peace and socialism. 

Indeed, history has its bright and its back- 
ward pupils and also its ignoramuses who can 
do nothing but repeat the same mistakes over 
and over again. Trotskyists, however, unlike 
school students deliberately distort the truth. 
Instead of drawing their conclusions from facts, 
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they take their “conclusions,” formulated many 
years since, and try to fit them to the new facts. 

For instance, British Trotskyists claim that 
there should be no economic agreements with 
the United States, since “at the end of the 
road. . . lies the restoration of capitalism.” 1 
They alarm people by saying that when the 
United States agrees to developing economic re- 
lations with the Soviet Union, its “aim is . . . not 
to strengthen the nationalized property relations 
and the planned economy but to undermine and 
destroy them.” 2 This argument is far from new. 
Back in the twenties Trotsky was brandishing 
the same arguments in an effort to sell the idea 
that it was impossible to build socialism in the 
Soviet Union. He also claimed then that trade 
with capitalist countries would eventually draw 
the Soviet Union into the capitalist economic 
system. 

However, Trotsky's “forecast” failed to mate- 
rialize even at the time when the USSR traded 
almost exclusively with capitalist countries. 
Needless to say, it sounds absolutely ridiculous 
now that other socialist countries account for 
the lion’s share of the Soviet Union’s external 
trade. 

The Trotskyist and other extreme Leftist 
groups in the United States are claiming that the 
economic agreements concluded by the Soviet 
Union give unilateral advantages to American 
imperialism. The Political Affairs monthly, the 
theoretical journal of the Communist Party of 
the United States, wrote that the arguments of 
these “Left ” groups must be met because they 

1 Workers Press, June 11, 1973. 

2 Ibid., January 2, 1974. 
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arc influential in sections of the peace move- 
ment. Along with the general anti-Sovietism 
which infects so many peace activists, they im- 
pede the mobilization of the peace movement in 
active support of East-West trade. . . “Of 
course,” the magazine said, “trade between so- 
cialist and capitalist countries is beneficial to 
both sides, or else they would not agree to the 
deals. However, in the long run, it strengthens 
socialism more than capitalism, because with the 
advantage of a planned economy, a socialist 
country can derive maximum benefit from the 
international division of labour.” 1 

As for the Trotskyist talk about the “division 
of the world,” the absurdity of this notion be- 
comes apparent whenever one takes a closer look 
at the documents signed as a result of the So- 
viet-American talks in Moscow in May, 1972, in 
Washington in June, 1973, and in June-July, 
1974, in Moscow again. These documents chiefly 
deal with Soviet- American inter-state relations; 
whenever they touch upon the world situation 
as a whole, they speak only about commitments 
to preserve peace everywhere. And the practice 
of international relations reveals that nowadays 
all countries who stand for peace, big and small 
alike, include such commitments in their talks. 
It is quite obvious that such commitments are 
particularly appropriate and necessary in the 
case of constructive talks between such great 
powers as the Soviet Union and the United 
States. 

The supporters of the “two superpowers” con- 
cept would like to set the Soviet Union against 


1 Political Affairs, 1973, No. 5, p. 33. 
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other socialist countries and engineer a clash in 
their foreign policies. However, it is common 
knowledge that the Soviet Union has been co- 
ordinating its foreign policy initiatives all along 
with the other fraternal socialist countries. The 
USSR does not separate its own interests from 
those of the socialist community as a whole. 

The Soviet Union and its allies have also been 
working consistently for many years to alter 
the political climate. Their co-ordinated 
actions stem from the joint decisions of the Par- 
ty and government leaders based on the Marx- 
ist-Leninist analysis of the basic tendencies of 
our time, and the long-term interests of the de- 
velopment and consolidation of socialism, peace 
and democracy. 

There is nothing surprising about this. The 
foreign policy of socialism is not a mere sum-to- 
tal of the external relations of the individual so- 
cialist countries. On all main questions the so- 
cialist community and its members pursue the 
same policy, and in this lies its tremendous re- 
volutionizing force. Of course, this only happens 
if the leaders of individual countries do not set 
themselves against this community as, for in- 
stance, was the case with the Chinese leaders. 
Any separatism, any departure from the co-ordi- 
nated foreign policy are bound to render the 
actions of international socialism less effective 
and do great damage to those who embark on 
such a road. 

At one time the imperialist circles were hatch- 
ing schemes of a “differentiated” policy of 
peaceful coexistence. Some people hoped that it 
was possible to build peaceful relations with the 
Soviet Union alone (there's no choice they reas- 
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oned; it’s a force to be reckoned with), while 
“ignoring'' the existence of other socialist coun- 
tries, discrediting them and fighting against them 
in every way possible, not excluding military 
means. However, these ideas proved illusory. 
The Soviet Union has stated in no uncertain 
terms, on more than one occasion, that it is 
ready to develop normal relations with capita- 
list countries provided they honour its allied 
commitments with regard to other socialist 
states. 

When the leaders of the Communist Parties of 
socialist countries met in the Crimea in late 
July, 1973, they unanimously endorsed the So- 
viet Union's foreign policy actions, including 
those with regard to the United States. This once 
again demonstrated that the “two superpowers” 
concept is utterly absurd. 

The non-aligned countries have also rejected 
this idea. President Hafiz AI-Asad of Syria stat- 
ed in September, 1973 that the idea was unac- 
ceptable. Speaking in an interview for the Al- 
Thawrah newspaper, he observed that the Soviet 
Union had been siding all along with the nations 
fighting for freedom, independence and progress 
giving them aid and every kind of support while 
the United States had always been hostile to 
them, their freedom and progress. In the light of 
this it is both impermissible and impossible to 
put the two countries on the same footing. 

President Anwar Sadat of Egypt expressed his 
concurrence with this view when he pointed out 
that he did not belong to those who equate the 
Soviet Union and the United States. 

Thus the legend of the “collusion of the two 
superpowers” is collapsing. It becomes particu- 


larly apparent on whose side are the Trotskyists 
when they continue to harp on this idea. They 
arc working hand in hand with those forces in 
the United Slates and other countries which op- 
pose the relaxation of tension and advocate a 
return to the cold war, which have now stepped 
up their activities and are concentrating their 
efforts on thwarting the normalization of Soviet- 
American relations and making null and void all 
the positive changes that have taken place in 
world affairs. 


Trotskyism Opposes the Norma- 
lization in Europe 


All the present-day Trotskyist groups oppose 
the foreign policy initiatives of the socialist 
countries. The West European Trotskyists are 
particularly outspoken in this respect. Their 
programmes always give priority consideration 
to attacks on detente. 

Have not they been fretting and fuming for 
such a long time precisely because it was from 
Europe that detente began to spread throughout 
the world. One cannot help feeling that they are 
raging because they would like very much to 
frustrate the efforts the socialist countries and 
Communist Parties have been making over the 
years to improve the political climate in Europe. 

And the march of events shows beyond any 
doubt that these efforts have not been in vain. 
Many of the suggestions contained in the pro- 
grammes jointly adopted by the leaders of the 
socialist countries and European Communist 
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Parties in the sixties and the Peace Programme 
advanced by the 24th Congress of the Soviet 
Communist Party have been carried out. Even 
the enemy will have to admit that. It is no exag- 
geration to say that over the past few years 
European politics and public affairs have been 
influenced a great deal by the ideas and efforts 
of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
and also the Communist Parties. That the peace 
offensive should be launched from Europe is 
very significant since the flames of two world 
wars have raged over this continent with parti- 
cular ferocity. And Europe was more affected 
by the cold war than any other continent. There 
were a great many unresolved international 
problems. 

In working out a programme to consolidate 
European security, the Communists also kept in 
view the long-term prospects for peace. They 
were aware that the entire course of world poli- 
tics would depend on the progress they made in 
implementing such a programme. Indeed, the 
better situation in Europe has surely contribut- 
ed to the improvement of Soviet-American rela- 
tions, the political settlement in Vietnam and 
the search for constructive solutions for the 
Middle East. 

An old maxim has it that foreign policy is the 
continuation of domestic policy, and vice versa. 
A militarist foreign policy inevitably intensifies 
anti-democratic tendencies on the home front. 

In his article, Bellicose Militarism and the 
Anti-Militarist Tactics of Social-Democracy 
(1908), Lenin observed that “the more me- 
nacingly the governments rattle their sabres one 
against the other, the more ruthlessly do they 
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crush the anti-militarist movement at home.” 1 
He pointed out that there were two forms of mo- 
dern militarism — posing “as a military force 
used by the capitalist states in their external 
conflicts (‘Mililarismus nach atisscn’, as the Ger- 
mans say) and as a weapon in the hands of the 
ruling classes for suppressing every kind of 
movement, economic and political, of the prole- 
tariat (‘Militarismus nach innen').” 2 

The first form of militarism is reflected in the 
drive to build up military industrial potential, in 
preparations to change the map of the world by 
force, and in subversive activity against the 
neighbouring countries. The second form finds 
its expression in the building up of the police 
force to terrorize the population, in the persecu- 
tion of the progressive forces, the ban on de- 
mocratic organizations and suppression of the 
slightest opposition or, in other words, in the 
creation of a domestic situation which would be 
conducive to the unleashing of another war. 

Officers in Kaiser Germany used to say on the 
eve of the First World War: when you are 
going to commit a dirty trick, you have to make 
sure that it's going to succeed. The more violent 
militarism became in its external relations, the 
more savagely the imperialist reactionaries turn- 
ed to the home front: this would pave the way 
for the success of yet another “dirty trick” in 
foreign policy. 

There have been many such cases in history. 
And they cannot but cause concern to all who 
understand the lessons of the past. 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 15, p. 191. 

2 Ibid., p. 192. 
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Of course, there arc still things in Europe that 
cause concern. Huge sums are still being spent 
on armaments. When a diplomat from a capi- 
talist country raises a glass of champagne and 
drinks for a more secure peace, he is sometimes 
overshadowed by a trigger-happy general whis- 
pering: let diplomats talk peace, our own job is 
to prepare for war. The NATO staffs are busy 
drawing up fresh schemes of military adven- 
tures. 

The Communists are realistic-minded people. 
They are far from thinking, as their Leftist cri- 
tics allege, that capitalism may change and be- 
come “more democratic” under the impact of 
change in the international climate. They recog- 
nize that the tendency to step up the reactionary 
drive in many spheres of public affairs is inhe- 
rent in imperialism. They realize that the milder 
foreign policy of the ruling circles in the capi- 
talist countries may be accompanied by an in- 
tensified reactionary onslaught on the democra- 
tic rights of the working people. 

However, while the Communists are calling 
attention to the possibility of such a trend of 
events and urging steps to repulse the anti-na- 
tional and anti-popular actions of the ruling 
capitalists, they also declare, fully confident 
that they are right: it will be even worse, in 
fact, it will be very bad for the workers and the 
rest of the working people if the outright milita- 
rist, bellicose forces are allowed to come to pow- 
er. The principle of “the worse, the better” 
has always been alien to the Communists. Un- 
like the Trotskyists and other pseudo-Leftists, 
they have never regarded the working people’s 


94 


privations, hardships and suffering as a source 
of enhancing revolutionary spirit. 

Those who become angry when they hear the 
word peace and who denigrate the workers’ 
anti-war actions inevitably become hostile to 
the struggle for general democratic reforms. And 
the “super-revolutionaries” who criticize every- 
body right, left and centre have this in common: 
they regard the struggle for democratic rights 
as a mere “deviation from the revolutionary 
struggle.” 

Their position smacks of capitulation and 
submission to fate. The Trotskyists have for 
many years been insisting that there is no need 
to defend democracy because, they claim, in 
capitalist society it inevitably degenerates into 
fascism. This was stated by the Trotskyist 
“Fourth International” in 1940. The same pessi- 
mism is evident in the postwar Trotskyist docu- 
ments. It is apparent, however, that when the 
Trotskyists claim that the establishment of fas- 
cist regimes in the capitalist countries is inevita- 
ble, they actually play into the hands of the 
most reactionary imperialist circles which are 
also all out to convince the people of this ine- 
vitability. 

The Trotskyist attacks on the struggle for 
peace and general democratic reforms are also 
doing grave damage to the revolutionary strug- 
gle. Lenin left us some good advice on this score. 
“Don’t lose sight of the main thing (the socialist 
revolution),” he observed, “put it first...; put 
all the democratic demands, but subordinating 
them to it, co-ordinating them with it. . ., and 
bear in mind that the struggle for the main 
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thing may blaze up even though it has begun 
with the struggle for something partial.” 1 

The experience of the revolutionary movement 
shows that each democratic gain makes it possi- 
ble to draw the broad mass of the people into 
action against monopoly capitalism. In some 
cases the conditions are available for turning 
from democratic to socialist objectives. When 
the Communists pay a good deal of attention 
to the inter-connection between the struggle for 
democracy and the struggle for socialism, they 
are following Lenin’s advice that “one should 
know how to combine the struggle for democra- 
cy and the struggle for the socialist revolution, 
subordinating the first to the second.” 2 

The Trotskyists have always failed to under- 
stand the fact that the accumulating quantitative 
changes may lead to substantial qualitative ones. 
The Trotskyist formula is “all or nothing.” And 
the logical result is to sing the praises of wars, 
conflicts and military confrontation. 

The “Fourth International” still cannot “for- 
give” the Soviet Union the “failure” to take ad- 
vantage of the favourable balance of forces im- 
mediately after the Second World War. The 
Trotskyists claim that after the defeat of fas- 
cism the Soviet armed forces should have turned 
their weapons against the former allies in the 
anti-Hitler coalition, fight their way to the Atlan- 
tic coast and hoist the red banner over Europe. 

Such claims are remarkable, to put it mildly, 
for their utter disregard of actual historical 
conditions. One has to utterly misunderstand the 


1 Lenin. Coll. Works, Vol. 35. p. 267. 
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conditions prevailing at that time to come out 
with such contentions. 

Even a cursory glance at what happened in 
the last stage of the Second World War reveals 
that the reasonings of the Trotskyists cannot be 
taken seriously. What the Trotskyists suggest is 
nothing but treachery. According to the logic of 
these “strategy planners ” the Soviet Union 
should have attacked those with whom it had 
fought against fascism, their common sworn 
enemy. 

The reasonings of the “Fourth International” 
ideologists reflect the notorious formula of 
“driving mankind into socialism'" through war. 
The irresponsible Trotskyists again blame the 
Soviet Union for lack of “the revolutionary agg- 
ressive spirit.” 

Lenin had this to say on such “recommenda- 
tions”: “. . . if we were really driving workers 
and peasants to war that would be a crime. All 
our politics and propaganda, however, are di- 
rected towards putting an end to war and in no 
way towards driving nations to war.” 1 

The Trotskyists even have the nerve to accuse 
the Communist Parties in the countries of the 
anti-Hitler coalition of supporting the actions of 
their ruling circles against Hitler Germany. The 
Workers Press , a newspaper of British Trotsky- 
ists, the so-called Workers’ Revolutionary Party, 
indignantly stated on December 12th, 1973 that 
“the British Communist Party. . . had solidly 
backed its own capitalist class during the war. 2 

So much for the criticism. The question arises, 


1 I.enin. Coll. Works , Vol. 31, p. 470. 

2 Workers Press , December 12, 1973. 
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however, what the Trotskyists themselves were 
doing during the war. Since they declared the 
slogan of fighting against fascism to be a “pro- 
paganda trick,’’ they called for a struggle against 
the “domestic” capitalists and tried to stage 
strikes and acts of sabotage at the munitions 
factories which were making the weapons so 
vitally needed for the war effort: every tank and 
every gun that failed to reach the front in time 
could have influenced the course and outcome of 
the struggle against fascism. 

The Trotskyists behaved particularly ignomi- 
niously during the war. And one can only be sur- 
prised at the cynicism of the “Fourth Interna- 
tional.” Far from denouncing its predecessors, 
it fully supports them and describes them as 
“genuinely revolutionary.” 

The victory over fascism won by the Soviet 
Union and the rest of the anti-Hitler coalition 
was the greatest ever triumph for the progressive 
forces everywhere. Yet the Trotskyists have the 
cheek to malign this victory and insult the me- 
mory of the fallen. They are slandering those 
who spent long years fighting in Europe and 
brought freedom to European peoples. 

The Trotskyists claimed that the war ended 
in a division of Europe into “spheres of influ- 
ence. The American Trotskyists alleged that 
after the war the Soviet Union “agreed to exclu- 
de any revolutionary developments from Wes- 
tern Europe in exchange for a sphere of influ- 
ence in Eastern Europe . * Such accusations ap- 
pear in the Trotskyists press quite frequently. 


1 International Socialist Review, 1973, December, No 11 

p. 5. 
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The “argument” is rather primitive. The 
Trotskyists refer to the Yalta and Potsdam 
agreements which allegedly finalized the division 
of Europe and prevented the working class in 
Western Europe from developing its revolution- 
ary struggle. Yet these Trotskyist contentions are 
utterly false. Just recall the contents of the abo- 
vementioned agreements. They touched upon the 
key factors in the consolidation of peace and 
European security making impossible the revival 
of Nazism in Germany, and making it easier for 
the German people to normalize inter-state rela- 
tions with other peoples on the continent. 

There is not the slightest hint of diktat in 
these agreements. In no way did they restrict the 
right of nations to develop without external in- 
terference and to establish a social system of 
their own choice. What they did hamper was 
the establishing of fascist rule. 

Now the Trotskyists are misinterpreting the 
past in order to cast a shadow on the present 
and distort the future. In 1973 the so-called “In- 
ternational Committee of the Fourth Internatio- 
nal” issued a special statement alleging that the 
current efforts of the socialist countries to con- 
solidate European security were “ a thousand 
times worse than the postwar agreements at 
Yalta and Potsdam.” 1 

What is it that displeases these Trotskyists? It 
turns out that the socialist countries “have al- 
ready accepted and endorsed the indefinite. . . 
continuation of the reactionary and dictatorial 
capitalist regimes in Western Europe” and also 


1 Fourth International, 1973, No. 2, p. 109. 
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ratify and formalize the status quo on Ihe conti- 
nent. 1 

In this case, too, Leftist phraseology is direct- 
ed not so much against imperialism as against 
the socialist countries. 

The “workers slates” are the socialist coun- 
tries in Trotskyist jargon. And when the Trot- 
skyists call for the overthrow of “the Stalinist 
bureaucracy,” they mean the overthrow of So- 
viet government and of the socialist governments 
in Eastern Europe. Well, the Trotskyists are far 
from being original in this respect. This is what 
the most reactionary, militarist-minded imperial- 
ist groups and many other enemies of socialism 
are striving for. As usual, Leftist phraseology 
turns out to be stereotyped reactionary propa- 
ganda. 

The Trotskyists are also clamouring a good 
deal about what they describe as the intention 
of the Soviet Union and the other socialist coun- 
tries to “maintain the division of Europe” and 
“isolate the national forces of the working class 
from each other.” 2 They are also charging that 
Europe has become an object of bargaining be- 
tween the two superpowers, the Soviet Union 
and the United States. In this respect the Trot- 
skyists are singing the same tune as the West 
European followers of Mao. For instance, the 
Italian Maoists have declared that “Western 
Europe is becoming something like a piece of 
ham sandwiched between two slices of bread .” 3 


1 Workers Press, July 3, 1973. 

2 Informations ouvrieres, 1973, No. 619, August 1, 1973. 

3 Fronte IJnito. Giornale dell’organizzazione Comunista 
( M arxi sta-leninista), June 14, 1973. 
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The sole purpose of all this noise is to foil the 
political normalization in Europe, revive the cold 
war spirit. Since they have no arguments with 
which to support their case, the Trotskyists are 
snatching at all kinds of lies, failing to see that 
very often their contentions are self-contradic- 
tory and illogical. 

Take, for instance, the contention that detente 
leads to the isolation of the working class forces 
in various countries from each other. Millions of 
people still remember that it was during the 
cold war (and this would be even more true of 
a hot war) that the tendency for the national 
isolationism of the working class in the capita- 
list countries began to make itself telt. The rul- 
ing capitalists are quick to use such a situation 
to blunt the workers’ class consciousness and 
whip up great power chauvinistic feelings among 
them. As a result, contacts between the progres- 
sive, revolutionary forces of various countries 
become disrupted. 

The Trotskyists are trying to sell the picture 
of the world in which the Soviet Union and the 
other fraternal countries are on one side of the 
fence and the working people of the capitalist 
countries allegedly opposed to detente in Eu- 
rope, on the other. For example, the British 
Trotskyists claim that the Soviet Union, while 
working for a relaxation of tension, intends to 
turn the European working class from the stiug- 
gle against capitalism and line it behind the 
foreign policy requirements ot the Soviet bureau- 
cracy”. 1 This is a typically Trotskyist method: 
to present Soviet revolutionary foreign policy as 
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if it were against the aspirations and strivings of 
the working people in the capitalist countries. 
The idea is to undermine socialism and sow dis- 
trust of the policy of the consolidation of peace 
among those who are not well-versed in poli- 
tics. 

However, there has never been, nor can be, 
such a conflict in reality. The socialist nations 
light alongside the peace forces. Never has any 
other idea united so many people as the idea 
of peace. 

1 he All-European conference would have 
been inconceivable if the efforts of the socialist 
countries had not been backed by the immense 
pressure the working people and the other pro- 
gressive forces brought to bear on the govern- 
ments of the capitalist countries. 

The I rotskyists, with their typical unscrupu- 
lousness, alleged that the All-European Confe- 
rence had produced no results. The Workers 
Press, a newspaper of British Trotskyists, an- 
nounced mockingly in June, 1973 that all the 
Conference of European Foreign Ministers in 
Helsinki had yielded was a “list of good inten- 
tions, like the Biblical Ten Commandments.” 1 
Eailier, in the May of that year, this paper claim- 
ed that the Soviet Union “has come forward with 
concession after concession.” 2 

It seems the Trotskyists have their own idea 
ol concessions. They begin to clamour about 
Ihem even before the delegates from a socialist 
country sit down at a conference table with 
representatives from the capitalist world. The 


1 Workers Press, June 18, 1973. 

2 ibid., June 16, 1973. 
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Trotskyists regard the very fact that such a 
meeting is taking place as a “manifestation of 
bourgeois pacifism” and “conciliation.” 

And if the talks succeed, the Trotskyists 
search for such details in the agreement as could 
be interpreted as a unilateral concession made 
by socialist countries. It has become a rule with 
the 1 rotskyists to ignore the concessions made 
by the capitalist countries and the positive chan- 
ges in the latter's standpoint. 

Yet it is apparent that whenever two sides re- 
presenting directly opposite political systems en- 
ter into negotiations, they must seek compro- 
mise solutions on certain practical matters. There 
can never be successful talks without the desire 
to find mutually acceptable approaches to the 
points at issue. Of course, the socialist countries 
always adhere to their consistent, class-oriented 
and Marxist-Leninist positions. 

The Trotskyist attempts to slander the Euro- 
pean policy of the Soviet Union and other so- 
cialist countries are useless and hopeless. People 
are learning the truth about this policy. And it 
is the Communists who are helping to do so. 


* * 


* 


The question arises as to whether it is neces- 
sary to react to the Trotskyist attacks on the 
foreign policy of the socialist countries, on the 
work for peace, the security of nations and in- 
ternational detente. It is obvious enough that 
the efforts of the Trotskyist groups fail to exert 
any influence on the march of world events. 

Nevertheless, their subversive activity against 
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socialism, peaceful coexistence and detente calls 
for a reply. First of all, this is necessary in or- 
der to show the theoretical and polilical fallacy 
of modern Trotskyism and dispel the illusions of 
those who have been credulous enough to fall 
for the propaganda bait of the envoys of the 
“Fourth International” and accept the Trotsky- 
ist slander against the socialist countries and the 
world communist movement. 

It is now becoming more and more apparent 
that the actions of the Trotskyists— and all the 
so-called “Leftists” for that matter — are playing 
into the hands of the imperialist reactionary for- 
ces. While the world is moving left, the Trots- 
kyists and similar pseudo-revolutionaries are, 
however paradoxical this may seem, moving 
right. 

The Trotskyists are seeking to lead from the 
right track those people of non-proletarian sec- 
tions of society who can and should work with 
the working class and its revolutionary van- 
guard — the Communist Parties. 

Therefore the struggle against Trotskyism has 
become a part of the manifold struggle against 
all kinds of opportunism, and of the struggle for 
peace, democracy and social progress. 


M. BacMaHOB 
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